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POINTS    OF   PRACTICE. 


QUEEN'S  BENCH  PRACTICE  COURT. 


IN  THE  FIRST  YEAR  OF  THE  REIGN  OF  VICTORIA. 


Maynard  V*  Lackinoton.  1837* 

J^ETERSDORFF SLppWed  for  leave  to  file  a  certificate  Themieforffi- 
and  taxation  made  pursuant  to  the  6  Will.  4,  c.  6,  s.  10.  j^JS  ri^J^^Sa- 
That  act  had  been  passed  for  the  purpose  of  more  effec-  *^®°  I^T^* 
tually  carrying  into  execution  the  intention  of  the  legisla-  WUL  4,c  5, 
ture  with  respect  to  the  abolition  of  slavery,  and  the  dis-  thtftntin- 
tribution  and  compensation  for  slaves^  under  the  provisions  '^°^ 
of  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  73,  and  the  5  &  6  Will  4,  c  45. 
By  s.  10,  on  which  the  present  application  was  foundedi  it 
was  provided,  '*  that  upon  every  contested  claim,  or  coun- 
ter-claim heard  before  the  said  commissioners  of  arbitra- 
tion, it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  the  said  commissioners 
of  arbitration  to  award  to  the  party  in  whose  favour  their 
adjudication  on  such  claim  or  counter-claim  is  made,  the 
costs  out  of  purse  incurred  by  such  party  in  the  prosecu- 
tion or  defence  and  hearing  of  such  contested  claim  or 
counter-claim,  and  to  be  paid  to  such  party  by  the  several 
persons  who  by  their  claim  or  counter-claim  may  have 
VOL.  YI.  B  D.  p.  c. 
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1837-         opposed  the  right,  title,  or  demand  established  by  such 
adjudication,  or  by  such  of  those  persons  as  to  the  said 
V.  commissioners  may  seem  right ;  and  the  said  commission- 

ers,  or  any  three  of  them,  shall  thereupon  give  to  the  party 
in  whose  favour  such  award  of  costs  shall  be  made,  their 
certificate  under  their  hands,  certifying  the  award  of  such 
costs,  and  the  person  or  persons  to  and  by  whom  the  same 
are  to  be  paid;  and  upon  the  production  of  such  certifi- 
cate, and  proof  of  due  notice  having  been  given  to  the  per- 
son or  persons  by  whom  such  costs  shall  be  awarded  to  be 
paid,  the  said  costs  shall  be  taxed  by  a  Master  of  the 
High  Court  of  Chancery,  or  by  the  Master  of  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench,  which  said  certificate  and  taxation  shall 
have  the  force  and  effect  of  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  con- 
fess judgment  in  any  of  his  Majesty's  superior  courts  of 
law  at  Westminster;  and  if  the  person  or  persons  by 
whom  such  costs  shall  be  awarded  to  be  paid,  or  who  shall 
be  liable  to  pay  the  same,  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  pay 
the  amount  so  taxed  as  aforesaid,  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
the  person  or  persons  to  whom  the  same  shall  be  awarded 
to  be  paid,  to  file  the  said  certificate  and  taxation  signed 
by  the  Master,  with  an  affidavit  verifying  the  same,  in  any 
of  the  said  courts,  and  the  court  wherein  the  same  shall 
be  filed  is  hereby  authorized,  upon  motion  made  to  the 
said  court,  and  on  being  satisfied  of  the  truth  of  the  said 
affidavit,  to  order  judgment  to  be  entered  up  for  the  sum 
specified  in  such  taxation  for  the  person  or  persons  to 
whom  the  same  shall  be  awarded  to  be  paid."  It  was 
submitted  that  the  rule  for  filing  the  certificate  on  taxa- 
tion  was  a  matter  of  course,  and  therefore  might  be  abso- 
lute in  the  first  instance. 

LiTTLBDALEi  J. — I  do  not  know,  that  some  objection 
may  not  be  made  to  its  being  filed.  The  other  party  may 
be  prejudiced,  if  I  grant  it  absolute  in  the  first  instance. 
It  must  therefore  only  be  a  rule  nisi  at  first. 

Rule  nisi  granted. 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  1  YlCr.  S 

1837. 

Ex  parte  Tomkins. 

fwHATELEY  applied  for  leave  that  the  gentleman  Where  a  clerk, 
on  whose  behalf  he  moved  might  be  examined  pursuant  of  h^imaiter? 
to  the  New  Rules  of  Court  (Easter  Term,  6  Will  4).     It  ^^^^\  ^^^"^^ 

^  ^  aenred  during  a 

appeared  from  the  affidavit,  on  which  he  applied,  that  the  certain  period  of 
applicant  had  been  articled  in  the  year  183S.    After  he  but  after  the  ez- 
had  served  some  time,  his  master  died.    A  period  of  sJ^yean^'^* 
seventeen  days  elapsed  before  administration  was  taken  '^^^^  *°  ^^^^' 

1        1  TT  1  1  lionaltime 

out  by  the  executor.     He  was  then  assigned  to  another  equal  to  the  pe- 
attomey;    and  he  subsequently  served   seventeen  days  Km^,  tbe°^"* 
after  the  expiration  of  the  original  articles  with  the  agents  ^^^  *^^^^ 
of  the  assignee.      Some  doubt  was  entertained  by  the  mined. 
examiners,  as  to  whether  they  ought  to  examine  him,  and 
therefore  the  present  motion  was  made  to  the  Court. 

LiTTLXDALB,  J.  (after  consulting  Master  Bunce). — I 
think  he  may  be  examined. 

Leave  accordingly  (a). 

(a;  See  Ex  parte  Hubbard^  ante,  at  his  father's  house,  and  at  the 

VoL  1,  p.  438,  where  it  was  held,  end  of  the  five  years  has  served  two 

that  if,  durinj;^  the  Ave  years,  an  additional  months,  he  will  be  en- 

artided  derk  has  been  absent  two  dtled  to  aduisrion. 
months,  by  consent  of  his  master, 


Thb  Kino  v.  Cozens. 

{Before  the  Four  Judges). 

[sir  JV.  FOLLETT  and  Kelly  shewed  cause  against  a  The  Court  has 

rale  obtained  by  the  Atiorney'^General,  requiring  the  pro-  ^m|J^J7be^e- 

•ecutor  to  shew  cause  why  proceedings  on  a  quo  warranto  i*^"  ^^^  ^' 

informationi  which  had  been  filed  against  the  defendant  rai  quo  war- 
ranto informa- 
tioM  to  lubmit 
to  be  bound  by  the  result  of  one,  although  the  objection  in  all  is  the  same. 
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1837.  in  respect  of  his  acting  as  an  alderman  of  the  city  of 
Norwich^  should  not  be  stayed  till  after  the  trial  of  a 
similar  information  which  had  been  filed  against  a  person 
named  Brightwell,  and  of  other  informations  against  twelve 
other  aldermen  of  Norwich.  The  ground  of  the  applica- 
tion was,  that  the  same  objection  had  been  raised  in  each 
case.  It  was  now  proposed  to  submit  to  the  rule  being 
made  absolute,  provided  the  defendant  would  agree  to  be 
bound  by  the  verdict  in  The  King  v.  BrightwelL 

The  Attorney-General  expressed  his  willingness  that 
that  course  should  be  pursued,  on  condition  that  the 
relator  should  be  bound  also  by  the  verdict  in  that 
case. 

Sir  Wn  Follett  submitted  that  such  a  term  could  not  be 
imposed  on  the  prosecutor^  and  cited  Doyle  v.  Stewart  (a), 
and  Doyle  v.  Anderson  {b)^  where  the  Court  held,  that  a 
plaintiff  cannot  be  required  to  consent,  that  actions  com- 
menced by  him  against  several  underwriters  upon  the  same 
policy  shall  be  consolidated  upon  the  terms  that  the  ver- 
dict in  one  action  shall  be  binding  in  the  other  actions, 
upon  the  plaintiff  as  well  as  upon  the  respective  defend- 
ants. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — We  should  be  very  glad  to  make 
the  trial  in  Rex  v.  Brightwell  final  if  we  could  ;  but  we  do 
not  think  the  Court  has  power  to  make  it  compulsory  on 
either  side. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  4  N.  &  M.  873.  (6)  lb. 


MICHAELMAS  TERM|  1  VICT. 

1837. 
Ex  parte  Graddon. 

IjOWLING  moved  for  leave  to  enter  an  attorney's  cer-  Where  «d  «t. 

tificate  at  the  Master's  office  nunc  pro  tunc.     Tt  appeared  acddJnt  omu- 

from  the  affidavit  on  which  he  moved,  that  the  attorney  ^jfi^^^;,^,jj, 

had  taken  out  his  certificate  on  the  15th  December,  1836,  Master'i  office, 

.  -       .  the  Court  will 

for  that  year,  but  by  accident  had  omitted  to  take  it  to  in  the  following 
the  Master's  office  for  the  purpose  of  entering  it.     When  fo* entel^it  nunc 
he  took  out  his  certificate  for  the  year  1837,  and  carried  pro  tunc 
it  to  the  Masters  office  in  order  to  enter  it,  he  discovered 
that  the  certificate  for  1836  had  not  been  entered.     It  was 
therefore  necessary  to  apply  to  the  Court  in  order  to  have 
the  entry  made  nunc  pro  tunc,  as  it  would  otherwise  ap- 
pear at  the  Master's  office  that  the  applicant  had  not  taken 
out  his  certificate  for  the  year  1836. 

LiTTLKDALE,  J.,  (after  referring  to  Master  Bunce). — I 
think  the  name  may  be  entered  nunc  pro  tunc. 

Leave  accordingly. 


The  Kino  v.  Hunt  and  Others. 

Montague  chambers  moved  for  a  rule  requir.  '^^^^^^x^Z. 
ing  the  defendant,  Hunt,  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  pro-  fendant  to  •ub- 
cedendo  should  not  issue,  unless  the  other  defendants  to  the  time  of 
appeared  and  pleaded  during  the  present  term,  and  took  friXa^though 
short  notice  of  trial  for  the  sittings  after  the  term.     It  i»emaybethe 

^  only  defendant 

was  a  prosecution  against  the  defendants  for  a  conspiracy,  who  has  enter- 
and  an  indictment  for  that  ofience  was  found  at  the  Mid-  per  recogni-^' 
dieses  Sessions.    A  writ  of  certiorari  for  the  removal  of  ^^JTdeUy  may 
the  indictment  into  this  Court  was  obtained  by  the  defen-  ^«  <^«  '^"i'  ^^ 

■J         TT  TT  1-1  1  "°'  ^  Interfer- 

dant  Hunt.     He  entered  into  the  usual  recognizances  re-  ing. 
quired  by  the  5  &  6  Will.  &  Mary,  c.  11,  the  8  &  9  Will.  3, 
c  93,  and  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  33.    The  object  of  the  pre- 
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sent  rule  was  to  enable  the  prosecutor  to  proceed  speedily 
to  trial.  According  to  the  practice  of  the  Court,  there 
was  no  means  of  compelHng  the  other  defendants  to  take 
their  trial  at  the  same  time  as  Hunt,  consequently  two 
trials  must  be  bad,  unless  the  Court  would  interfere  as  re- 
quired. Although  the  verdict  had  been  removed  as 
against  all  the  defendants.  Hunt  only  had  entered  into 
the  necessary  recognizances. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  (having  conferred  with  the  offi- 
cers of  the  Crown  Office). — On  inquiry  we  are  informed 
that  the  only  instance  in  which  a  defendant  having  re- 
moved an  indictment  by  certiorari,  was  compelled  to  sub- 
mit to  conditions  as  to  the  time  of  taking  his  trial,  was  that 
of  The  King  v.  UufU  and  others  (a).  The  circumstances 
in  that  case  were  very  peculiar,  and  cannot  be  considered 
as  a  precedent  on  which  the  Court  can  act. 


Rule  refused. 


{a)  3  B.  &  Aid.  444. 


An  attachment 
for  non-pay- 
ment of  money 
will  not  be 
granted,  if  the 
affidavit  on 
which  it  it 
■ought  to  bring 
the  .party  into 
contempt  de- 
icribei  the  rule 
of  court  as  an 
«  order." 


In  the  Matter  of  Turner. 

JPeTERSDORFF  moved  for  an  attachment  against  the 
defendant  in  this  case,  for  non-payment  of  money  pursu*^ 
ant  to  a  rule  of  Court.  A  peculiarity  existed  in  the  affi- 
davit of  service,  to  which  it  was  proper  to  call  the  atten- 
tion of  the  Court.  In  that  document  the  rule  was  called 
an  *'  order"  in  every  allegation.  It  appeared,  that  a  leam« 
ed  judge  had  made  an  order  for  the  payment  of  money 
by  the  party  against  whom  proceedings  were  now  had, 
and  that  order  had  been  subsequently  made  a  rule  of 
Court*  It  was  in  consequence  of  these  facts,  that  the 
rule  of  Court  had  been  thus  called  an  order. 
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LiTTLEDALBf  J. — I  ihink  that  affidavit  ia  not  sufficient  18d7. 
to  entitle  yoa  to  an  attachment*  Great  confusion  would 
result  if  such  mistakes  as  these  were  allowed  to  go  uncor^ 
rected,  or  if  I  were  to  allow  process  of  attachment  to  issue 
on  such  an  affidavit.  An  order  and  a  rule  of  Court  are 
quite  different  instruments.  There  is  no  contempt  in 
obeying  an  order. 

Rule  refused. 


Lewis  v.  Gompertz. 

JlLATT  and  Hoggins  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  ir «  priMDcr 
obtained  by  DowUng^  for  setting  aside  the  judgment  and  tdT«nu«'^  i 
execution  which  had  been  signed  and  issued  pursuant  to  « S'P^"- ^; '^' 

M  WilL  4,  ••  72j 

a  warrant  of  attorney  given  by  the  defendant.  The  on  the  ground 
ground  on  which  it  was  required  the  Court  should  set  aside  of  an  attorned 
this  instrument  was,   that  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  ®"  *>«'>«*f «/ *•>• 

•^  prisoner,  at  toe 

defective,  on  account  of  non-compliance  with  the  directions  execution  of  a 
of  1  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  s.  72.     That  rule  required  tomey,  it  u  in- 
that  "  no  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess  judgment,  or  cog-  to  thew^hat  h™ 
novit  actionem  civen  by  any  person  in  custody  of  a  sheriff  **^"  cuttody  on 

o  »f        >/   r  ^  mesne  procew, 

or  other  officer  upon  mesne  process,  shall  be  of  any  force,  and  it  is  not  ne- 
unless  there  be  present  some  attorney  on  behalf  of  such  pUintifftoshew 
person  in  custody,  expressly  named  by  him,  and  attending  ^^^tuloL^^^' 
at  his  request,  to  inform  him  of  the  nature  and  effect  of 
such  warrant  or  cognovit  before  the  same  is  ezecutedf 
which  attorney  shall  subscribe  his  name  as  a  witness  to 
the  due  execution  thereof,  and  declare  himself  to  be  at- 
torney for  the  defendant,  and  state  that  he  subscribes  as 
such  attorney**  (a).     This  rule,  it  would  be  observed,  only 
applied  to  prisoners  in  custody  on  mesne  process.    The 
objection  taken  to  the  warrant  of  attorney^  and  which  was 
founded  on  this  rule,  was,  that  it  did  not  appear  on  the 


(a)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  192. 
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1837-        face  of  the  warrant,  that  an  attorney  had  been  present  on 
.  behalf  of  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  executing  that  in- 

••  strument.     The  affidavit,  however,  of  the  defendant  did 

not  shew  that  he  was  a  prisoner  on  mesne  process ;  and 
no  other  affidavit  supported  the  rule.  All  that  appeared 
from  that  affidavit  was,  that  the  defendant  was  a  prisoner. 
He  might  therefore  be  a  prisoner  on  final  process.  If  he 
was,  the  case  of  France  v.  Clarkson  (a),  decided  that  the 
rule  in  question  did  not  refer  to  such  prisoners. 

Dowling^  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended  that  all  the 
defendant  could  be  required  to  do  was  to  shew  on  the 
face  of  his  affidavit  that  he  was  a  prisoner.  If  he  were 
a  prisoner  not  coming  within  the  rule,  on  which,  this  ap- 
plication was  founded,  the  plaintiff  might  shew  that  fact. 
If  that  fact  were  to  be  made  the  ground  of  opposing  the 
plaintiff's  application,  it  was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to 
shew  it. 

Coleridge,  J. — I  think  the  present  rule  must  be  dis- 
charged. In  order  to  set  aside  the  proceedings  of  the 
plaintiff  on  this  warrant  of  attorney,  reference  is  made  to 
the  rule  of  Court.  That  rule  in  its  terms  only  relates  to 
prisoners  in  custody  on  mesne  process.  The  affidavit  of 
the  defendant,  however,  does  not  shew  that  he  is  within 
the  terms  of  that  rule.  He  may  be  in  a  custody  which  is 
not  contemplated  by  the  rule,  and  therefore  it  is  incum- 
bent on  the  defendant  to  shew,  if  he  wishes  to  avail  him- 
self of  the  rule,  that  he  is  strictly  within  its  terms.  The 
defendant  is  bound  to  come  to  the  Court  with  sufficient 
materials  to  shew  that  he  is  a  person  whom  the  rule  con- 
templates as  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed  for.  The  pre- 
sent rule  must  therefore  be  discharged,  with  costs. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 
(a)  Ante,  Vol.  6,  p.  699. 
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1837. 
Saunderson  v»  Brown. 

{Before  the  four  Judges). 

Ji.NO  WLES  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  obtained  by  where  Jndg- 
Busby  for  entering  an  exoneretiir  on  the  bail-piece^  the  de-  "*^  ISJ!!!^^ 
fendant  having  been  rendered  into  the  custody  of  the  cao-  »  ^,"*  ^^*^  ^^ 

^  o  againit  country 

ler  of  York  Castle.     The  facts  as  they  appeared  from  the  bail,  noUce 
affidavits  were  these: — On  the  26th  July,  1836,  judgment  rReg.*Gen. 
was  signed  against  the  defendant.   A  writ  of  ca.  sa.,  tested  ^- y*  i^"*J|» 

■•  ^^t  oe  serveQ 

on  the  28th  October,  and  returnable  on  the  9th  November,  upon  Uiem,  or 
was  sued  out  against  him.     On  the  14th  November  a  writ  vaient  to  notice, 
of  sci.  fa.,  returnable  on  the  19th9  was  issued  against  the    °il^ticeof« 

bail,  and  notice  was  served  on  them  at  their  residence  in  ■'^  ^  return- 
able on  the 

Yorkshire,  which  is  two  days'  post  from  London,  on  the  I9th,  and 
18th  November.     The  next  post-day  was  the  20th,  and  is'th,  two  dayi* 
on  that  day,  the  defendant's  attorney  in  Yorkshire  wrote  f**^ ''®™  ^°* 

,  ^Jon,  on  country 

to  London  for  a  judge's  order  to  render  the  defendant,  bail,  a  render 
On  the  evening  of  the  23rd,  the  order  reached  the  at-  in  time. 
torney's  office ;  and  on  the  24th,  the  defendant  was  ren-  whtlTnoti^'if 
dered  to  the  gaoler  of  York  Castle.     The  question  in  the  »■«*•&.  *• 

•erved  on 

case  was,  whether  the  render  of  the  defendant  was  in  due  country  bail 
time.  By  1  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  s.  81,  it  was  ordered  turn'day^orthe 
that  "no  judgment  shall  be  signed  for  non-appearance  JJ^"^^hebaU 
to  a  sci.  fa.  without  leave  of  the  Court  or  a  judge,  unless  to  the  abore 
the  defendant  has  been  summoned ;  but  such  a  judgment  from  the  return 
may  be  signed  by  leave  after  eight  days  from  the  return  ^idr^rincfwiL 
of  one  scL  fa.  (a).     According  to  the  old  practice,  it  was 
usual  to  sue  out  writs  of  sci.  fa.  and  writs  of  alias  sci.  fa. 
against  the  bail.     Then,  when  the  sheriff*  returned  nihil, 
judgment   might    be    signed    against  the   bail,  without 
giving  them  notice.     The  reason  of  this  was,  that  two  re- 
turns of  nihil  were  considered  equal  to  a  return  of  scire 
feci.     AH  that  the  new  rule  above  referred  to  had  done 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  194. 
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1837*         was  to  substitute  one  scire  facias  for  two.    Nothing  was 

Sanderson     ®*'^  ^"  ^^^  ^^^^  about  giving  notice  to  the   bail.     The 
v*  practice  must  therefore  be  considered  as  remaining  the 

same  as  it  was  previous  to  the  introduction  of  the  new 
rule.  Consequently,  no  notice  to  the  bail  was  necessary. 
Tn  Middlesex,  which  was  the  only  county  where  bail  could 
be  summoned,  the  Court  had  held,  that  they  were 
summoned  in  suiScient  time,  if  that  step  were  taken 
before  the  rising  of  the  Court,  on  the  return  day  ;  Clarke 
V.  Bradshaw  (a).  In  Lewis  v.  Pine  (6),  which  was  since 
the  new  rule,  where  the  sci.  fa.  was  served  upoa  the  bail 
on  the  evening  before  the  return  day,  the  Court,  on  the 
authority  of  the  last-cited  case,  held  the  proceedings  to 
be  regular. 

Busby f  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended  that  the  effect 
of  the  new  rule  was  to  abolish  the  previously  existing  prac- 
tice. The  intention  of  the  courts,  when  they  introduced 
that  rulcj  was  to  afford  the  bail  an  opportunity  of  render- 
ing the  principal.  If  the  Court  were  to  construe  the  rule 
as  contended  for  on  the  other  side,  the  result  would  be  to 
place  the  bail  in  a  worse  situation  than  that  in  which  they 
stood  previous  to  the  introduction  of  the  rule ;  for  the 
rule  would  have  deprived  the  bail  of  the  chance  of  re- 
ceiving notice  by  means  of  the  second  writ  of  sci.  fa. 
He  cited  Thorn  "v.  Hutchinson  and  another  {c\  where  the 
Court  entered  an  exoneretur  on  the  bail-piece  after  exe« 
cution  against  the  bail,  when  the  defendant  in  the  original 
action  was  rendered  in  due  time,  but  no  notice  of  the 
render  had  been  given  until  the  goods  of  the  bail  had 
been  taken  in  execution.  The  meaning  of  the  new  rule 
was,  that  the  bail  should  have  eight  days  to  render  the 
principal  after  notice  that  a  writ  of  sci.  fa.  bad  been  sued 

(a)  1  East,  86.  (c)  3  B.  &  C  112;   S.  C.  4  D. 

(h)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  133.  &  R.  712. 
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out.  He  cited  WimaU  v.  Cook  and  another  {a)t  the  mar* 
ginal  note  of  which  was,  **  Judgment  cannot  be  signed  on 
a  scL  fa.  against  bail  resident  out  of  the  county  of  Middle* 
seXy  unless  they  have  received  notice  of  the  proceedings, 
or  attempts  have  been  made  to  give  such  a  notice." 
There,  Paiteson^  J.  said,  '^  As  it  appears  that  the  bail 
are  resident  out  of  the  county  of  Middlesex,  it  is  necessary 
either  that  they  should  have  notice  of  the  proceedings,  or 
that  an  attempt  should  be  made  to  give  such  notice  to  the 
bail  by  sending  a  letter  to  them,  or  by  some  other  means. 
That  was  the  intention  of  1  Reg.  Gen.  H.T.  2  WUL  4,  s.  81." 
The  case  of  Higgina  v.  Wilkes  (6),  which  was  decided  by 
the  same  judge,  in  the  Trinity  Term  after  the  Hilary 
Term  in  which  the  rule  in  question  was  introduced,  was 
to  the  same  effect  (c). 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — The  question  turns  on  the  rule 
of  H.  T.  2  W.  4,  s.  81.  Before  and  since  that  rule,  if  the 
bail  be  summoned,  (which  can  only  be  in  Middlesex, 
where  the  scire  facias  must  be  brought),  the  defendant 
must  be  rendered  before  the  shutting  of  the  office  on  the 
day  of  the  return  of  one  scire  facias.  Where  the  bail  re- 
side ebewhere,  the  practice  of  suing  out  two  writs  of  scire 
faciss  is  abolished  by  the  above  rule ;  and  an  application 
to  the  court  or  a  judge,  after  eight  days  from  the  return 
of  one  writ,  for  leave  to  sign  judgment,  is  substituted. 
Before  such  leave  is  given,  it  must  be  proved  that  notice 
has  been  given  to  the  bail,  or  that  proper  endeavours  have 
been  made  to  do  so,  without  effect.  The  object  of  that 
notice  is  to  enable  the  bail  to  render  the  defendant ;  and, 
accordingly,  it  is  stated  in  a  note  to  Mr.  Jervis's  New 
Rules,  p.  64,  (Srd  ed.),  that  Bayley,  B.  in  a  case  of  Nino* 


(a)  Aate,  Vol.  2,  p.  173.  (c)  See  ArmUage  ▼.  Bigbyt  mi 

(b)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  447.  anotker,  5  Ad.  &  El.  76. 
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1837.        ton  y.  Flighi,  MS.  23rd  June^  1832,  at  chambers,  held, 
that  where  no  notice  had  been  given,  a  render  fourteen 
9.  days  after  the  return  of  the  writ  was  in  time.    Here,  notice 

was  given  in  Yorkshire  the  day  before  the  return  of  the 
writ,  but  that  notice  is  not  the  same  thing  as  a  summons 
in  Middlesex.  It  would  have  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  ob- 
tain leave  to  sign  judgment  after  eight  days  from  the  return 
day,  if  nothing  had  been  done  in  the  mean  time ;  but  we 
are  of  opinion,  that  those  eight  days  were  given  for  the 
very  purpose  of  enabling  bail  to  render,  though  the  rule 
is  not  confined  to  proceedings  against  bail.  It  would  be 
very  strange  if  it  were  otherwise,  for  then  the  bail  would 
be  placed  in  a  worse  situation  by  the  rule  in  question  than 
they  were  before  ;  and  if  the  plaintiff  proceeds  by  action, 
they  have  fourteen  days  from  the  service  of  the  writ  to 
render,  by  rule  3  T.  T.  3,  W.  4. 

For  these  reasons  we  think  that  the  present  rule  must 
be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


Otho,  King  of  Greece,  v.  Wright. 

ifanindepend-  J- HE  Attomey-General  shewed  cause  against  a  rule 
Mv/^^teekt  "'^*  obtained  by  Sir  W.  Follett,  requiring  his  Majesty, 
to  enforce  the     Otho,  King  of  Greece,  to  give  security  for  costs  in  the 

performance  of  .  i      i       •        m/r 

m  commercial  present  action.  It  was  brought  by  his  Majesty  for  an 
Engiiflh  CourL,  Alleged  breach  of  contract  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
he  will  be  liable  ^Jjq  jj  ^gg  alleged  had  been  employed  by  the  Greek  king 

to  give  security  ...  ... 

for  coitf.  to  establish  a  joint-stock  banking  company  in  this  country. 

J/'ut^L  The  proceedings  were  commenced  in  the  name  of  his 
piicaUmi^if  he  Majesty,  at  the  instance  of  Tricoupi,  the  Greek  ambas- 
applies  promptly  gador  in  this   country.     The   plaintiff  declared   on   the 

after  the  de-  ^  '^ 

livery  of  a 

materially  amendid  declaration,  alihoagh  he  has  pleaded  to  the  original  declaration. 

Semhle,  if  the  defendant  does  not  require  a  stay  of  proceedings,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff 
to  shew  that  the  defendant  has  not  applied  to  the  former  for  security  previous  to  obtaining  the 
rule. 
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Srd  of  July,  and  on  the  S6th  of  October,  the  defendant         ISO?, 
pleaded.     On  the  Srd  of  November,  the  plaintiff  obtained       ^     ' 
leave  to  amend  his  declaration,  with  leave  to  the  defend-       Orbecb 
ant  to  plead  de  novo.     On  the  7th  of  November,  an      Wrioht. 
amended  declaration  was  delivered;  and  on  the  8th  of 
November  the  present  rule  was  obtained.  The  application 
might  be  resisted  on  two  grounds :  first,  that  it  was  too 
late ;  and  secondly,  that  the  plaintiff  stood  in  such  a  po- 
sition and  rank,  that  the  Court  would  not  be  of  opinion 
that  he  could  be  called  upon  to  give  security  for  costs. 
As  to  the  first  point,  the  defendant  having  pleaded^  he 
was  too  late  in  his  application.    It  was  not  shewn  on  his 
behalf,  that  he  was  not  perfectly  aware  at  the  time  of 
pleading  of  the  present  ground  of  his  application,  name* 
]y,  that  the  plaintiff  was  resident  abroad.     In  Duncan  v. 
Stint  (a),  it  was  held  that  a  motion  for  security  for  costSi 
on  the  ground  of  the  plaintiff's  residence  abroad,  cannot 
be  made,  if  the  defendant  has  taken  any  step  in  the  cause, 
subsequently  to  his  becoming  acquainted  with   the  fact 
of  plaintiff^s  being  resident  abroad,  and  therefore,  the 
affidavit  in  support  of  the  motion,  if  made  after  plea,  must 
expressly  state  that  defendant  was  not  acquainted  with  the 
fact,  when  he  pleaded.  This  decision  bad  been  recognised 
in  various  cases  subsequently.    The  new  rule  of  Court, 
1  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  2  W.  4,  s.  98  (6),  was  in  these  terms  : 
''  An  application  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  give  security 
for  costs  must,  in  ordinary  cases,  be  made  before  issue 
joined.**    This  rule  did  not  affect  the  previous  practice, 
by  which,  a  defendant  was  required  to  use  ordinary  promp- 
titude in  making  such  an  application.    It  could  not  be  sup- 
posed,  that  a  defendant  would  be  at  liberty,  since  the  pro- 
mulgation of  that  rule,  to  wait  until  the  cause  bad  proceeded 
through  all  the  various  stages  of  declaration,  plea,  repli- 
cation, rejoinder,  surrejoinder,  rebutter,  and  surrebutter, 

(a)  5  B.  &  Aid.  702;  S.  C.  1  D.  &  R.  348. 
(6)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  196. 
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1837*  at  which  period^  issue  might  be  ultimately  joined,  he  having 
Kin  of  '^^^"  perfectly  aware,  before  he  pleaded,  that  the  plaintiflp 
Orbbcb  was  resident  out  of  the  jurisdiction*  This  surely  could 
WaioHT.  not  have  been  the  intention  of  the  Courts  in  forming  that 
rule.  Then  as  to  the  second  ground  of  objection  to  this 
application.  The  present  rule  sought  to  obtain  from  the 
Court  an  exercise  of  authority  which  was  contrary  to  the 
comity  of  nations,  and  that  courtesy  displayed  by  inde- 
pendent sovereigns  towards  each  other.  The  plaintiff  was 
an  independent  sovereign,  and  there  was  no  precedent  for 
compelling  such  a  potentate  to  give  security  for  costs. 
The  case  of  The  Duke  de  MonteUano  v.  Ckrisiin  (a),  was 
a  direct  authority  against  the  present  application.  There, 
the  Court  refused  to  compel  a  foreign  ambassador  to  give 
aecurity  for  costs.  Lord  EUenborough  there  said,  ''  The 
case  in  Peere  Williams  was  that  of  a  servant  to  an  ambas- 
sador, and  no  precedent  has  been  mentioned  of  a  like 
proceeding  in  the  case  of  an  ambassador.  The  affidavit 
does  not  state  that  there  is  any  intention  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff  to  leave  the  country ;  and,  considering  that  an 
ambassador  is  the  immediate  representative  of  the  crowned 
head  whose  servant  he  is,  it  will  hardly  be  respectful,  in 
the  first  instance,  to  exact  such  a  security,  unless  there 
were  pregnant  reasons  for  believing  it  to  be  necessary.** 
Of  course,  if  an  ambassador  was  not  required  to  give 
security  for  costs,  a  fortiori  must  the  sovereign,  of  whom 
he  was  but  the  representative,  be  entitled  to  such  a  privi- 
lege. It  was  contrary  to  the  courtesy  displayed  by  one 
sovereign  to  another  to  grant  such  a  motion,  as  it  could 
not  be  presumed  that  any  illustrious  personage,  such  as 
an  independent  monarch,  would  fraudulently  refuse  to  pay 
costs,  if  in  the  result  it  should  appear  that  be  was  liable  to 
them.  Under  these  circumstances  the  present  rule  ought 
to  be  discharged. 

(a)  6  Mau.  &  Sel.  503. 
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SirTF*  FoUeti,  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended ,  first,  1837. 
that  the  motion  was  not  too  late ;  and  secondly,  that  there 
were  both  good  reason  and  a  strong  precedent  for  the 
application.  The  new  rale  of  Hilary  term  regulated  the 
period  within  which  the  application  ought  to  be  made, 
namely,  before  issue  joined.  The  rule  would  be  perfectly 
useless,  unless  it  had  the  effect  of  altering  the  practice  as 
it  previously  stood.  But,  supposing  no  alteration  had  taken 
place  in  the  practice,  the  present  application  had  been 
made  in  due  time.  Although  the  plaintiff  had  originally 
declared  in  July,  and  the  defendant  had  pleaded  on  the 
fl6th  October,  the  plaintiff  having  amended  his  declara* 
tion,  and  delivered  it  on  the  7th  November,  the  defendant 
was  in  the  same  situation  on  the  last-mentioned  day,  as  if 
for  die  first  time  a  declaration  was  delivered.  Then  his 
application  was  made  on  the  day  after  that  delivery,  and 
cxmsequently  the  defendant  had  come  to  the  Court  as 
early  as  possible.  The  plaintiff  had  then  abandoned  his 
previous  declaration,  and  the  defendant  had  the  same 
time  to  plead  as  the  practice  of  the  Court  gave  him,  when 
tlie  original  declaration  was  deUvered.  In  consequence  of 
the  amendment,  different  pleas  were  rendered  necessary, 
and  consequently,  different  issues  were  raised.  The  case 
of  Fletcher  v.  Lew  (a),  shewed  clearly  however,  that  since 
the  new  rule  a  defendant  may,  before  issue  joined,  move  to 
stay  proceedings  till  security  for  costs  be  given,  on  ac- 
ooont  of  the  plaintiff's  residence  abroad,  though  he  has 
pleaded  after  knowledge  of  that  fact.  Then  with  regard 
to  the  second  point,  that  the  granting  of  this  rule  would  be 
•gainst  the  comity  of  nations*  The  case  of  The  Dule  de 
MontelleMO  v.  Chrisiin  could  not  be  considered  as  an  au- 
thority against  the  application.  That  was  the  case  of  an 
ambassador,  and  persons  holding  that  office  were  specially 
protected  by  the  provisions  of  the  7th  Anne,  c.  IS.  If  one 

(«)  3  Ad.  &  £1.  iK>i. 
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of  the  reasons  assigned  by  Lord  Ellenborough  in  his  judg* 
ment  for  refusing  the  application  in  that  case  were  consi- 
Greecb  deredy  it  would  appear  to  be  an  authority  in  support  of 
Wright.  ^^^  present  rule.  His  lordship  says,  **  the  affidavit  does 
not  state  that  there  is  any  intention  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  to  leave  the  country."  If,  therefore,  an  affidavit 
to  that  effect  had  been  produced,  it  should  seem  that  bis 
lordship  would  have  directed  the  security  to  be  given- 
Here,  however,  it  was  quite  clear  that  the  plaintiff  was 
resident  abroad,  and  therefore,  if  this  had  been  the  case 
of  an  ambassador,  his  lordship  would  have  directed  the 
present  rule  to  be  made  absolute.  The  argument  there- 
fore, a  fortiori,  in  favour  of  the  sovereign,  from  the  non- 
liability of  his  ambassador  to  give  security  for  costs,  was 
destroyed.  With  respect  to  the  comity  of  nations,  there 
was  no  authority  to  shew,  that  the  privilege  of  a  monarch 
extended  beyond  transactions,  in  which,  his  mere  political 
character  was  concerned.  Here,  however,  his  Greek 
Majesty  had  engaged  in  a  commercial  speculation,  and 
was  seeking  to  enforce  a  commercial  contract  against  his 
agent.  He,  therefore,  was  not  entitled  to  a  privilege 
which  belonged  exclusively  to  his  political  character.  If 
his  Majesty  thought  proper  to  engage  in  commercial  trans- 
actions, he  must  be  subjected  to  the  same  rules  as  other 
persons  who  are  engaged  in  similar  matters.  The  case  of 
The  Emperor  of  Brazil  v.  Robinson  (a),  was  a  direct  au- 
thority in  favour  of  this  view.  That  was  an  application 
to  compel  the  Emperor  of  Brazil,  who  was  an  indepen- 
dent sovereign,  to  find  security  for  costs.  His  Majesty 
bad  brought  an  action  on  a  charter-party,  for  not  duly 
delivering  certain  wood  shipped  by  the  Emperor  from 
Brazil  to  this  country.  There,  Lord  Denman  said,  *'  I  think 
that  the  case  {The  Duke  de  Montellano  v.  Christin)  .cited 
in  opposition  to  this  application,  is  clearly  distinguishable 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  522. 
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from  the  present.  Therei  the  ambassador  was  in  this  coun-         1837* 
try  merely  in  his  political  capacity,  and  there  was  no  rea*       ^^^     . 
son  to  suppose  that  he  was  desirous  of  leaving  the  country,       Oreecb 
or  going  out  of  the  jurisdiction.     Here,  however,  the  Em-      Wriobt. 
peror  appears  to  have  engaged  in  a  commercial  transac- 
tion, and  to  be  resident  out  of  the  jurisdiction.     I  see  no 
reason,  therefore,  for  exempting  him  from  the  necessity  of 
finding  security  for  costs,  to  which  any  other  person  bring- 
ing such  an  action  would  be  subjected.     The  present  rule 
mast  consequently  be  made  absolute.'*     In  this  judgment, 
Mr.  Justice  Paiieson,  Mr.  Justice  Litiledale^  and  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Coleridge  concurred.     For  these  reasons,  it  was  sub« 
mitted,  that  the  present  rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute. 

LiTTLEDALB,  J. — With  regard  to  the  argument  that 
Otho,  King  of  Greece,  is  an  independent  sovereign,  and, 
therefore,  by  the  comity  of  nations,  not  liable  to  give 
security  for  costs,  I  do  not  think  that  that  is  an  answer  to 
the  present  application,  as  it  appears  to  me  that  the  case 
of  The  Emperor  of  Brazil  v.  Robinson  is  quite  decisive 
on  that  point.  If  a  foreign  prince  sends  over  here  to  en- 
force his  alleged  rights  in  our  Courts,  he  must  be  subjected 
to  the  ordinary  rules,  to  which,  other  suitors  are  liable, 
and  more  particularly  in  commercial  dealings.  As,  for  in- 
stance, if  the  Pacha  of  Egypt  were  to  bring  an  action  in 
our  Courts,  and  he  is  in  the  nature  of  a  sovereign  prince, 
I  should  say  he  ought  to  give  security  for  costs,  if  the  de- 
fendant required  it.  On  the  authority  of  the  case  above 
mentioned,  I  think  there  is  no  ground  for  the  objection 
founded  on  the  comity  of  nations.  Then  as  to  the  ob- 
jection that  the  rule  was  obtained  too  late.  I  do  not  ex- 
actly say  that  the  defendant  has  the  whole  time  which  may 
elapse  before  issue  is  joined  for  the  purpose  of  making 
this  application.  It  is,  however,  a  convenient  rule  to  guide 
the  Court  in  general,  as  to  how  it  ought  to  act.  In  July 
it  appears  the  plaintiff  declared,  and  at  that  time  the  de- 

TOX..  VI.  c  D«  p.  c. 
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1837*         fendant  might  have  known  that  the  plaintiff  was  abroad, 
«..      .        and  it  is  not  sworn  that  he  did  not  know  that  fact.     On 

JLing  01 

Grebcb  the  26th  October  the  defendant  pleaded.  On  the  3rd 
Wright.  November,  an  order  was  made  at  the  instance  of  the  plain* 
tiff  for  an  amendment  in  the  declaration.  That  amend-- 
ment  was  material,  and  therefore  the  defendant  was  in  the 
same  situation  as  if  the  declaration  was  then  delivered  for 
the  first  time.  It  might  happen,  that  the  declaration  ori- 
ginally delivered  contained  such  a  claim  that  the  defend- 
ant did  not  want  security  for  costs.  But  when  the 
amended  declaration  was  delivered,  (on  the  7th  November), 
he  might  think  that  he  ought  to  obtain  security  for  costs. 
It  seems  to  me  therefore  that  the  defendant  made  his  ap- 
plication in  due  time  for  that  security,  and  therefore  that 
he  is  entitled  to  have  his  rule  made  absolute. 

The  Attorney-General  then  submitted  that  it  could  only 
be  made  absolute  on  payment  of  costs  by  the  defendant, 
because  it  was  not  shewn  that  an  application  had  been 
made  to  the  agents  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  security  required, 
before  obtaining  the  present  rule*  He  cited  Fletcher  v* 
Lew  (a),  Bohrs  v.  Sessions  (6),  and  Jones  v.  Jones  (c). 

Sir  W.Follett  contended,  that  in  order  to  compel  the 
defendant  to  pay  costs  as  a  condition  of  obtaining  his 
rule,  on  the  ground  that  no  previous  application  had  been 
made,  the  want  of  that  application  ought  to  be  shewn  by 
the  plaintiff.  All  that  was  necessary  for  the  defendant  to 
do  was  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff  was  abroad.  If  the  plain- 
tiff opposed  the  application  or  desired  to  impose  terms,  it 
was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  bring  forward  those  facts, 
which  were  to  justify  his  opposition  or  the  terms.  The 
present  rule  was  not  drawn  up  with  a  stay  of  proceedings. 


(a)  3  Ad.  &  El.  661.  {h)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  710. 

{e\  Ailte,Vol.  l,p.313. 


King  of 
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and  therefore  it  was  unnecessary  to  shew  that  a  previous 
application  had  been  made.  He  cited  Jonez  v.  Jones  (a), 
in  the  marginal  note  to  which  was  this  proposition — *'  The  Grkbce 
stage  of  the  proceedings  at  the  time  of  the  motion  need  Wriobt. 
not  be  stated  by  the  defendant ;  it  is  for  the  plaintiff  to 
shew  that  it  is  too  late."  In  Founiain  ▼.  Steele  {b),  the 
marginal  note  was^  **  It  is  not  necessary  to  make  a  demand 
previously  to  moving  for  security  for  costs^  unless  it  is  in- 
tended to  be  part  of  the  rule,  that  proceedings  be  stayed 
in  the  meantime.** 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J. — I  bave  considered  thb  case,  and  con- 
sulted the  other  Judges,  and  we  think  that,  under  the 
circumstances,  the  rule  must  be  made  absolute,  without 
payment  of  costs  by  the  defendant. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  313.  (b)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  331. 


Reynolds  «•  Blackburn  and  Another. 

(Before  ike  Four  Judges). 

xVSSUMPSIT  by  indorsee  against  the  acceptors  of  two  in  astamptlt  by 

bilb  of  exchange.     The  defendants  pleaded,  1st,  non-  l;^^,*^"'* 

acceptance ;  2nd,  that  they  accepted  the  bills  for  the  ac-  ^ffendant 

commodation  of  Thomas  Tempest,  the  drawer,  without  which  wu  bad 

receiving  any  value  or  consideration  for  the  said  accept-  The  pUinUff 

ances,  or  either  of  them,  of  which  the  plaintiff  then  had  J^^^  on^de- 

notice :  and  the  said  defendants  further  say,  that  after  the  tnmnr,  the 

bills  were  indorsed,  and  before  they  became  due  and  pay-  held  to  be  good. 
able,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  the  said 
T.  T«,  the  drawer,  gave  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  who 

c  2 
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1837.         then  accepted  from  the  said  drawer,  divers  other  bills  of 
Rbtnolds      exchange  for  divers  large  sums  of  money,  in  the  whole 

V*  exceeding  the  amount  of  the  said  sums  mentioned  in  the 

Blackburn. 

said  bills  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  &c. ; 

and  it  was  on  that  occasion  agreed  by  and  between  the 
said  drawer,  T.  T.,  and  the  plaintiff,  that  the  said  plain- 
tiff, in  consideration  of  the  premises,  should  forbear  to 
sue  him,  the  said  drawer,  upon  the  said  bills  in  the  said 
declaration  mentioned,  or  either  of  them,  for  a  long  time, 
to  wit,  for  three  months,  and  until  default  should  be 
made  in  the  payment  of  the  said  bills,  so  delivered  by 
the  said  T.  T.,  the  drawer,  to  tlie  said  plaintiff,  in  pay- 
ment of  (he  said  bills  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned. 
And  the  defendants  further  say,  that  the  said  bills  were 
so  delivered  and  accepted  in  payment  of  the  said  bills  in 
the  said  declaration  mentioned,  and  the  said  agreement  was 
so  made  by  and  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  T.  T., 
as  aforesaid,  without  the  knowledge,  privity,  or  consent  of 
the  said  defendants,  or  any  of  them.  Replication  to  the 
second  plea,  de  injurift.  Demurrer  to  the  replication  for 
the  following  causes :  that  the  replication  is  double,  and 
puts  too  many  facts  in  issue;  that  it  does  not  sufficiently 
confess  and  avoid  the  facts  alleged  in  the  plea ;  that  it 
does  not  distinctly  and  formally  traverse  the  facts  alleged 
in  the  plea  ;  that  de  injuri&  is  not  the  proper  form  of  a 
replication  to  a  plea  in  an  action  of  assumpsit.  Joinder 
in  demurrer. 

Addison,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  admitted  that  the 
cases  of  Griffin  y.  Yeales(a),  and  Isaac  Y.Farrar{b)t 
compelled  him  to  give  up  the  last  ground  of  demurrer 
but  one.  The  first  ground,  however,  he  contended  was 
sustainable.  The  replication  de  injuria  was  only  appli- 
cable in  cases  where  the  plea  alleged  a  single  defence  by 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  647.  {b)  Ibid.,  p.  750. 
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way  of  excuse.     Here,  however^  the  plea  contained  a         1837. 
partial  denial  of  the  contract,  and  stated  a  different  one.      Reynolds 
He  cited  CrUp  v.  Griffiths  (a),  and  Whitiaker  v.  Mason  (6).  «^. 

He  should  contend  that  the  replication  was  clearly  double. 
The  plea  contained  two  defences,  and  was  perhaps  de- 
murrable; but  as  the  replication  put  both  defences  in  issue, 
it  was  consequently  double. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — If  the  replication  is  bad  for 
duplicity,  that  is  occasioned  by  the  necessity  of  replying 
to  the  defendant's  bad  plea,  and  cannot  be  taken  advantage 
of  on  demurrer. 

Patteson,  J. — Neither  of  the  causes  of  demurrer  is 
sufficient.  This  plea  does  not  deny  the  contract,  it  merely 
alleges  matter  in  excuse  :  de  injuri&  is  therefore  a  proper 
replication. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  1b2.  {h)  2  B.  N.  G.  359. 


Bland  9.  Warren. 
{Before  the  Four  Judges). 

.MjIUMFREY  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  obtained  ifacaatelt 
by  Arehbold^  to  set  aside  for  irregularity  the  verdict  ob-  ,i^m  tonoi?^' 
tained  by  the  plaintiff  in  this   case.     In  support  of  the  °^  ^'*"*»  [**  \^ 

^,       ,  lurn  mt  the  Uit 

application,  it  was  sworn  that  notice  of  trial  had  been  dttingt  in  term, 
given  for  the  second  sittings  in  Easter  Term,  and  after-  ,hart  notice 
wards  continued  to  the  third  sittings  in  that  term.     The  ""onn^*  «»«^ 

o  none  but  uDde- 

plaintiff  applied  on  the  Ist  April  to  the  defendant  for  his  fended  causes 

.  -    ,  .  n       .   1   /.        ,        .       will  be  then 

consent  to  a  contmuance  of  the  notice  of  trial  for  the  sit-  uken,  the  de- 
fendant must, 
in  order  to  prevent  the  case,  from  being  tried  as  an  undefended  cause,  either  instruct  counsel  to  ap- 
pear and  say  It  is  defended,  or  give  notice  to  the  plaintiff  that  it  is  a  defended  cause. 

In  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  if  a  new  trial  has  been  granted  on  payment  of  costs,  the  Conrt 
will  not  point  out  In  the  rule  a  particular  day  on  which  the  costs  must  be  paid. 
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tings  after  term.  To  this  the  defendant  would  not  accede, 
and  it  was  sworn  that  he  was  ready  to  proceed  to  trial  at 
the  third  sittings.  The  sittings  paper  for  that  day  stated 
that  none  but  undefended  causes  would  be  then  taken. 
On  that  day,  however,  the  cause  was  called  on,  and  tried 
as  an  undefended  cause  in  the  absence  of  the  defendant, 
and  without  his  knowledge.  It  was  sworn  that  no  notice 
had  been  given  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  cause  would  be 
taken  as  undefended.  An  aflSdavit  of  merits  was  also 
produced.  In  answer  to  the  application,  Humfrey  now 
read  an  affidavit,  in  which  it  was  sworn  that  the  cause  was 
set  down  in  the  regular  way,  and  not  out  of  its  regular 
turn ;  that  when  at  the  third  sittings  the  cause  was  called 
on,  no  one  appeared  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  state 
that  it  was  defended. 

Archboldf  in  support  of  the  rule,  submitted  that  in 
order  to  bring  on  the  cause  as  undefended,  two  days* 
notice  of  such  a  proceeding  ought  to  be  given  to  the  other 
side.  No  such  notice  in  the  present  case  had,  however, 
been  given. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — The  practice  is  to  make  out  a 
regular  list  in  the  Marshal's  office,  for  the  last  sittings  in 
term,  of  the  causes  that  are  thought  likely  to  be  taken  as 
undefended.  Formerly,  counsel  used  to  be  instructed  to 
appear  and  say  that  the  cause  was  defended,  upon  which 
it  would  go  over  to  the  sittings  after  term  as  a  matter  of 
course.  Another  mode  of  doing  this  was  by  notice  being 
given  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  that  the  cause  would 
be  defended.  In  this  case  the  cause  was  set  down  in  the 
list  for  the  last  sittings ;  no  counsel  was  instructed  to  ap- 
pear, and  no  notice  was  given  that  it  would  be  defended. 
I  think  therefore  no  case  of  irregularity  has  been  made 
out.  As  there  is  an  affidavit  of  merits,  there  may,  how- 
ever, be  a  new  trial  on  payment  of  costs. 
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jLiTTLEPALE,  J.,  and  Pattesok,  J.,  concurred.  1837. 

Humfrey  applied  that  a  day  might  be  fixed  on  or  before  ''^.'"* 

which  the  costs  should  be  paid.     If  the  Court  did  not      Warrim. 
make  such  an  order,  the  defendant  might  delay  the  plain- 
tiff's judgment  until  the  following  term. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J. — That  is    not    the   practice    of  this 

Court. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 


Field  and  Another  t^.  Woods. 
{fief  ore  the  Four  Judges). 

\yHANNELL  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  obtained  The  objection, 
by  Payne  for  a  new  trial.     It  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  J^lJamufdJand* 
on  a  banker's  cheque  drawn  by  the  defendant,  and  dated  therefore  re- 

quiring  a  ttampi 

the  12th  June^  1835.     The  defendant  pleaded  that  he  did  it  not  too  late 
not  make  the  cheque  in  manner  and  form  as  alleged  in  the  read  without 
declaration.    The  cause  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Wil^  objection. 

If  unstamp- 

liamSs  and  the  cheque  was  put  in  and  read  in  support  of  ed,  it  cannot  be 

i_i«*An  .*^t  f*    %        t    i*      t         •  ^'•ed  in  evi- 

tne  plamtiff^s  case.     On  the  part  of  the  defendant  it  was  dence. 
contended  that  the  cheque  had  been  post-dated,  and  con-  ceamytopiwui 
sequently  required  a  stamp.     In  answer  it  was  objected  IJ**^'"-"T  ^^^ 
that  this  defence  was  not  available  under  the  present  plea,  dating. 
The  point  was  reserred  by  the  learned  Judge,  and  the 
jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.    The  present  rule 
for  a  new  trial  was  accordingly  obtained.     Channell  con- 
tended— first,   that  the  objection  on   the  ground  of  the 
cheque  not  being  stamped  was  too  late,  after  the  instrument 
had  been  read ;  as  it  should  have  been  taken  when  it  was 
first  produced  at  the  trial.    Secondly,  if  the  objection  was 
to  be  made  available  at  all,  it  must  be  by  way  of  plea. 
The  55  Geo*  3,  c.  184,  s.  12,  provided  that  a  person  issuing 
a  draft  or  order  for  the  payment  of  money,  bearing  date 
subsequent  to  the  day  on  which  it  shall  be  issuedi  shall  be 
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1837.  liable  to  a  forfeiture  of  100/.  The  defence  here  proposed 
to  be  set  up,  depended  on  the  allegation  that  the  contract 
proved  in  fact  was  void  in  law.  According  to  the  princi- 
ple of  the  new  rules,  therefore,  this  being  a  defence  by 
way  of  confession  and  avoidance,  ought  to  have  been  spe- 
cially pleaded.  Then  it  appeared  by  the  cases  of  Upston 
V.  Marshall  (a),  and  Williamson  v.  Garratt  (A),  overruling 
Allen  V.  Keeves  (c),  and  WhiiweU  v.  Bennett  (cQ,  that  if  a 
cheque  bore  a  particular  date,  that  must  be  considered  as 
the  time  to  which  the  schedule  of  the  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184, 
referred.  The  result  of  Williamson  v.  Garratt  was,  that 
a  post-dated  bill  of  exchange  was  receivable  in  evidence. 
If  that  was  so,  a  post-dated  cheque  might  be  received. 

Payne,  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended  that  the  ob- 
jection was  taken  sufficiently  early,  when,  from  the  in- 
spection of  the  instrument,  it  appeared  that  the  defect  in 
the  plaintiff's  title  for  want  of  a  stamp  existed.  It  could 
not  be  known  until  the  instrument  was  produced  that  it 
required  a  stamp.  He  cited  Jones  v.  Fort  {e).  In  Wil» 
liamson  v.  Garrett  the  only  question  was  whether  a  suffi- 
cient stamp  had  been  used.  Allen  v.  Keeves  was  directly 
in  point.  With  respect  to  pleading  such  a  defence,  that 
could  not  be  considered  necessary  after  the  cases  of 
M'Dowall  V.  Lyster  (y*),  and  Dawson  v.  AVDonald  (g). 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I  do  not  see  how  it  is  possible 
to  distinguish  this  case  from  the  two  last  cited.  Here  is 
an  instrument  which  on  the  face  of  it  is  good,  but  which 
on  the  evidence  produced  requires  a  stamp.  Dawson  v. 
McDonald  was  a  case  where   the  defendant,   who  was 


(a)  3  D.  &  R.  193;  S.  C.  nom.  ((Q  3  B.  &  P.  559. 

Upttone  V.  Jiiarchant,  2  B.  &  C.  10.  (e)  1  Moo.  &  Mai.  196. 

(6)  2  N.  &  M.  49  5  S.  C.  nom.  (/)  2  M.  &  W.  52. 

WiUimnt  v.  Jarrett,  2  B.  &  Ad.  32.  (g)  lb.  26. 

(c)  1  East,  435. 
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sued  as  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange^  wished  to  plead  IS37. 
that  the  bill  was  improperly  stamped ;  and  Parker  B«,  said, 
"  The  only  consequence  of  the  wrong  stamping  is,  that  the 
instrument  cannot  be  given  in  evidence.  Allowing  such 
pleas  as  this  only  raise  doubts  at  the  bar  where  none  really 
exist.** 

LiTTLEDALEi  J. — I  had  somc  doubts  at  first  whether 
Mr.  ChanneU  was  not  right,  as  the  31  Geo.  3,  c.  So,  is  not 
mentioned  in  55  Geo.  fS,  c.  ISl*;  but  upon  looking  at  the 
latter  statute,  I  think  the  words  are  sufficiently  large  to 
include  this  case.  The  words  in  the  schedule  under 
"  Bill  of  Exchange,**  shew  that  a  bill  of  exchange  requires 
a  stamp.  Then  there  is  an  exemption  for  all  drafts  or 
orders  for  the  payment  of  money  to  the  bearer  on  demand, 
provided  the  same  shall  bear  date  on  or  before  the 
day  when  the  same  shall  be  issued.  But  this  instru- 
ment did  not  bear  date  on  or  before  the  day  when  it 
was  issued,  and  therefore  it  is  not  within  the  exemption. 
Then  the  31  Geo.  3,  c.  25,  enacts  that  no  bill  of  ex- 
change shall  be  given  in  evidence  unless  it  is  duly  stamped. 
It  appears  in  point  of  fact  that  the  instrument  was  read. 
Certainly  the  late  practice  at  nisi  prius  has  been,  that  if 
once  a  document  is  read  it  has  not  been  allowed  to  be 
struck  out  of  the  Judge's  notes.  But  there  is  a  difference 
between  those  cases  where  the  defect  appears  at  once,  as 
on  a  bill  of  exchange,  or  a  deed  having  more  than  the 
right  number  of  words,  and  this,  where  the  defect  is  not 
at  once  visible.  Here,  the  objection  could  not  be  raised 
till  the  defect  was  pointed  out  by  extrinsic  evidence,  or 
if  raised,  could  only  have  been  de  bene  esse :  and  therefore^ 
I  think  the  objection  need  not  have  been  made  on  the  first 
production  of  the  instrument  The  cases  in  the  Exche- 
quer are  certainly  not  distinguishable  from  the  present. 

Patteson,  J. — I  cannot  doubt  that  the  55  Geo.  3,  c.  ISl*, 
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incorporates  the  31  Geo.  3,  c.  25,  so  as  to  raise  this  ques- 
tion. Section  19  of  the  latter  act  provides  that  no  bill  of 
exchange,  liable  to  be  stamped  as  directed  bx  that  act, 
shall  be  pleaded  or  given  in  evidence,  or  admitted  to  be 
available  in  any  Court,  unless  duly  stamped.  Now  this 
cheque  was  not  given  in  evidence;  it  was  only  prim&  facie 
evidence ;  and  the  reason  why  it  is  not  evidence  is,  that 
the  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  schedule,  directs  that  every  bill  of 
exchange,  draft,  or  order  to  the  bearer  of  any  sum  of 
money,  shall  bear  a  stamp ;  and  then  certain  exemptions 
are  stated.  In  order,  therefore,  to  take  this  draft  out  of 
the  enacting  provision,  it  should  be  shewn  to  come  within 
the  exemption.  It  clearly  does  not.  Therefore  the  cir- 
cumstance of  the  instrument  being  read,  clearly  does  not 
satisfy  the  provisions  of  the  31  Geo.  3,  of  its  being  ''given 
in  evidence.'*  Being  so,  is  it  necessary  that  these  facts 
should  be  pleaded  ?  There  is  nothing  in  the  new  rules  to 
require  it.  The  defence  is  not  in  confession  and  avoid- 
ance, admitting  that  it  was  a  good  contract,  but  says  that 
it  is  altogether  void  in  law.  I  cannot  distinguish  it  from 
M^Dowall  V.  Lyster  (a). 

Rule  absolute  (6). 


(a)  2  M.  &  W.  62. 


(6)  WilUams,  J,,  was  in  the  Bail  Court. 


Ex  parte  Southern. 

PeTERSDORFF,  on  the  14th  of  November,  applied  on 
behalf  of  a  gentleman  named  Southern,  for  leave  that  he 
might  be  admitted  an  attorney  of  this  court  in  the  present 
term.  The  aflSdavit  which  supported  his  application 
stated,  that  previous  to  last  Easter  Term,  the  usual 
notices  had  been  given  for  the  purpose  of  admission  in 

allow  him  to  be 

admitted  on  tlioM  notices  in  the  following  M.  T.;  but  under  peculiar  circumstances,  will  enlarge 

hia  certificate,  and  aUoir  him  to  give  notice  then  of  admiiiioD  on  the  laat  day  of  H.  T. 


Where  a  derk 
has  given  hia 
notices  previooi 
to  E.  T.,  for 
admiuion  in 
T.  T.,  but  he 
does  not  apply 
lor  admission  in 
that  term,  the 
Court  will  not 
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Trinity  Tenn,  pursuant  to  the  rules  of  H.  T.  6  W.  4(a).         183?. 

In  Trinity  Term  he  was  examined  pursuant  to  the  rules  of      ^    ' 

E.T.  6W.4(A),  and  obtained   his  certificate.     At  that     Southern. 

time  he  was  informed,  that  the  certificate  which  he  had 

obtained  would  entitle  him  to  be  admitted  at  any  time  in 

the  present  Michaelmas  Term.     He  had  obtained  his  fiat 

fiyr  admission^  and  the  object  of  the  present  application 

was,  that  he  might  be  admitted  in  the  present  term,  under 

the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  case,  notwithstanding 

5  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  6  W.  4  (a)»  the  words  of  which  were^ 

"  that  three  days  at  the  least  before  the  commencement 

of  the  term  next  preceding  that  in  which  any  person  not 

before  admitted  shall  propose  to  be  admitted  an  attorney 

of  either  of  the  courts,  he  shall  cause  to  be  delivered  at 

the  Master's  or  Prothonotary's  oflSce,  as  the  case  may  be, 

mstead  of  affixing  the  same  on  the  walls  of  the  courts  as 

now  required,  the  usual  written  notices,  which  shall  state, 

ID  addition  to  the  particulars  now  required,  his  place  or 

places  of  abode  or  service  for  the  last  preceding  twelve 

months.** 

LiTTLBDALS,  J. — ^If  I  Were  to  grant  this  application^  I 
should  in  fietct  be  dispensing  with  the  rule  of  court.  Under 
the  peculiar  facts  of  this  case,  I  will  allow  the  period 
within  which  the  certificate  b  to  be  in  force  to  be  enlarged, 
and  notice  to  be  given  now,  for  his  admission  on  the  last 
day  of  Hilary  Term. 

Rule  accordingly. 

(•)  Ante,  Vol  4,  p.  564.  (6)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  1. 
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A  parish  it  not 
**  aggrieved," 
within  the 
meaning  of  the 
13  &  14  Car.  2, 
c.  12,  t.  2,  not- 
withstanding 
the  4  &  5  Will. 
4,  c.  76,  u.  79 
&  84,  until  the 
actual  removal 
of  the  pauper, 
and  therefore 
an  appeal  to  the 
•eationi  next 
after  the  remo- 
val !•  sufficient- 
ly eariy. 

Where  a  rule 
for  a  mandamus 
is  made  abso- 
lute, the  costs 
of  the  applica- 
tion, pursuant 
to  1  Will.  4, 
c.  21,  s.  6,  must 
be  made  the 
subject  of  a 
separate  ap- 
plication, and 
will  not  be 
considered  by 
the  Court  on 
disposing  of 
the  rule. 


Regina  V.  The  Justices  of  Salop. 

rV HATE  LEY  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  ob- 
tained by  Dowling,  calling  on  the  justices  of  the  county 
of  Salop  to  shew  cause  why  they  should  not  enter  con* 
tinances  and  hear  an  appeal  against  a  certain  order  for 
the  removal  of  certain  paupers  from  the  parish  of  St. 
Mary,  in  the  borough  of  Shrewsbury,  in  the  county  of 
Salop,  to  the  parish  of  Forden,  in  the  county  of  Mont- 
gomery. The  facts^  as  they  appeared  on  the  affidavits, 
and  with  respect  to  which  there  was  no  dispute,  were  the 
following.  On  the  9th  of  February,  in  the  present  year, 
an  order  was  made  by  two  justices  of  the  borough  of 
Shrewsbury,  for  the  removal  of  the  paupers  in  question 
from  that  borough  to  the  parish  of  Forden,  in  the  county 
of  Montgomery.  On  the  10th  of  the  same  month,  a 
counterpart  of  that  order,  accompanied  by  a  copy  of  the 
examination  upon  which  the  order  was  made,  was  trans- 
mitted by  post  to  the  overseers  of  the  parish  of  Forden, 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  79  of  the  4  &  5 
Will.  4,  c.  76.  On  the  1 1th  it  was  received.  On  the  3rd 
of  April,  the  next  quarter  sessions  was  held.  On  the 
10th  of  April  the  paupers  were  removed  to  the  appellant 
parish.  On  the  9th  of  June  a  notice  of  appeal,  in  confor- 
mity with  the  provisions  contained  in  section  81,  of  the 
above-mentioned  act,  was  served  on  the  respondent  parish. 
On  the  S6th  of  that  month,  the  Midsummer  Quarter  Ses- 
sions was  held.  By  the  rules  of  that  Court  only  eleven 
days'  notice  of  appeal  was  required ;  consequently,  if  the 
appellants  were  early  enough  in  appealing  to  that  sessions, 
sufficient  notice  had  been  given.  When  the  appeal  was 
called  on,  the  respondents  objected  that  the  appeal  was  too 
late,  according  to  the  79th  section  of  the  New  Poor  Law 
Act,  and  the  justices,  yielding  to  that  objection,  dismissed 
the  appeal.  Whateley  now  contended  that  the  sessions  were 
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right  in  point  of  law,  in  the  opinion  they  had  formed, 
although  the  section  in  question  was  not  applicable.  The 
words  of  that  section  were,  **  that  from  and  after  the  1st 
day  of  November,  1834,  no  poor  person  shall  be  removed 
or  removeable  under  any  order  of  removal  from  any  parish 
or  workhouse,  by  reason  of  his  being  chargeable  thereto 
or  relieved  therein,  until  twenty-one  days  after  a  notice  in 
writing  of  his  being  so  chargeable  or  relieved,  accompa- 
nied by  a  copy  or  counterpart  of  the  order  of  removal  of 
such  person,  and  by  a  copy  of  the  examination  upon  which 
such  order  was  made,  shall  have  been  sent,  by  post  or 
otherwise,  by  the  overseers  or  guardians  of  the  parish 
obtiunfaig  such  order,  or  any  three  or  more  of  such  guar- 
dians, to  the  overseers  of  the  parish  to  whom  such  order 
shall  be  directed."  After  the  decisions  in  the  case  of  Rex 
V.  The  Justices  of  Suffolk  {a),  and  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of 
Leicester  (b)f  it  could  not  now  be  successfully  contended, 
that  the  appeal  against  the  order  of  removal  must  be  made 
within  the  twenty-one  days  mentioned  in  the  79th  section. 
But  by  reference  to  the  words  of  the  13  &  14  Car.  2,  c.  12, 
s.  2,  it  would  be  found  that  the  words  were,  ^*  that  all  such 
persons  who  think  themselves  aggrieved  by  any  such 
judgment  of  the  said  two  justices,  may  appeal  to  the  jus- 
tices of  the  peace  for  the  said  county  at  their  next  quarter 
sessions,  who  are  hereby  required  to  do  them  justice  ac- 
cording to  the  merits  of  their  cause."  The  question  there- 
fore was,  whether  the  appellant  parish  was  '*  aggrieved." 
By  referring  to  section  81*  of  the  New  Poor  Law  Act,  it 
was  provided,  *'  that  the  parish  to  which  any  poor  person 
whose  settlement  shall  be  in  question  at  the  time  of  grant- 
ing relief  shall  be  admitted  or  finally  adjudged  to  belong, 
shall  be  chargeable  with  and  liable  to  pay  the  costs  and 
expense  of  the  relief  and  maintenance  of  such  poor  person, 
and  such  costs  and  expense  may  be  recovered  against  sucii 


1837. 

Rkoina 

9. 

Justicef  of 
Salop. 


{a)  5  N.  &  M.  603. 


(6)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  633. 
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Rboina 

V. 

Justices  of 
Salof. 


parish  in  the  same  manner  as  any  penalties  or  forfeitures  are 
by  this  act  recoverable :  provided  always,  that  such  parish,  if 
not  the  parish  granting  such  relief,  shall  pay  to  the  parish 
by  which  such  relief  shall  be  granted,  the  cost  and  ex- 
pense of  such  relief  and  maintenance  from  such  time  only 
as  notice  of  such  poor  person  having  become  chargeable 
shall  have  been  sent  by  such  relieving  parish  to  the  parish 
to  which  such  poor  person  shall  be  so  admitted,  or  finally 
adjudged  to  belong:  provided  always,  that  no  charges  or 
expenses  of  relief  or  maintenance  shall  be  recoverable  under 
a  suspended  order  of  removal,  unless  notice  of  such  order 
of  removal,  with  a  copy  of  the  same,  and  of  the  examination 
upon  which  such  order  was  made,  shall  have  been  given 
within  ten  days  of  such  order  being  made  to  the  overseers 
of  the  poor  of  the  parish  to  whom  such  order  is  directed." 
From  the  provisions  contained  in  this  section,  therefore,  the 
appellant  parish  must  be  considered  as  having  been  ag^ 
grieved,  from  the  time  when  the  counterpart  of  the  order  of 
removal,  with  the  accompanying  documents,  were  served ; 
because  from  that  time,  accrued  the  liabilities  mentioned  in 
the  section  last  cited.  The  order  after  the  three  weeks  from 
the  time  of  its  service  could  not  be  considered  more  favour- 
ably for  the  appellants  than  as  an  order  suspended  ;  but  by 
the  49  Geo.  3,  c.  1S4,  s.  2,  it  was  provided,  **  that  when  the 
execution  of  any  such  order  of  removal  shall  be  suspended, 
the  time  of  appealing  against  such  order  shall  be  computed 
according  to  the  rules  which  govern  other  like  cases,  from 
the  time  of  serving  such  order,  and  not  from  the  time  of 
making  such  removal  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  same.** 
Under  these  circumstances,  as  the  appellants  had  not  given 
notice  of  appeal  at  the  Easter  sessions,  which  was  the 
next  sessions  after  the  service  of  the  order  by  which  they 
were  aggrieved,  their  appeal  at  the  following  June  sessions 
was  too  late. 


Dawlingf  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended  that  the 
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statute  of  the  40  Geo.  S,  c.  1S4<,  was  not  applicable  to  the 
present  case^  because  that  referred  only  to  orders  sus- 
pended by  niagistratesi  for  reasons  apparently  sufficient  to 
them.  Here,  however,  the  order  had  not  been  so  sus- 
pended. The  exception  introduced  by  section  2,  was  an 
authority  to  shew  the  general  rule  to  be  that  the  appeal 
need  not  be  made  until  after  the  removal  had  actually 
taken  place.  By  section  1  of  the  13  &  14  Car.  2,  c.  12, 
two  justices  were  empowered  *'  by  their  warrant  to  remove 
and  convey  such  person  or  persons  to  such  parish  where 
he  or  they  were  last  legally  settled."  Then  the  second 
section  provided,  *'  that  all  such  persons  who  think  them- 
selves aggrieved  by  any  such  judgment  of  the  said  two 
justices  may  appeal  to  the  justices  of  the  peace  for  the 
said  county  at  their  next  quarter  sessions."  Construing 
these  two  sections  together,  it  was  clear,  that  the  appel- 
lant parish  could  not  be  considered  as  aggrieved  until  the 
pauper  was  actually  removed.  He  cited  Rex  v.  The 
Inkabiianls  of  Norton  (a),  and  Milbrook  v.  SU  John^s  (ft). 
As  to  the  provisions  contained  in  section  84  of  the  New 
Poor  Law  act,  they  could  not  be  considered  as  rendering 
the  appellant  parish  aggrieved  by  the  mere  service  of  the 
order,  since  they  only  constituted  a  contingent  possibility, 
that  the  appellants  might  have  certain  costs  and  expenses 
to  pay.  At  the  time  of  serving  the  order  of  removal,  the 
appellants  could  not  be  certain  whether  the  respondents 
would  act  upon  it.  If  they  never  did,  then  of  course  a  notice 
of  appeal  was  perfectly  unnecessary,  as  the  appellants 
could  never  be  aggrieved.  For  these  reasons,  it  was  sub- 
mitted, the  present  rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


1837. 

RSOIIfA 

V. 

Josticef  of 
Salop. 


LiTTLEDALE,  J.  —  This  seems  to  me  a  very  clear 
case.  The  facts  appear  to  be  these:— On  the  11th  Fe- 
briiary»  in  the  present  year,  a  counterpart  of  the  order. 


(a)  2  Strange,  830. 
(6)  Cases  of  Settlement  and  Removal;  pi.  88,  p.  66. 
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Reoima 

V, 

Justices  of 
Salop. 


accompanied  by  a  copy  of  the  examination  of  the  pauper 
on  which  the  order  was  founded,  reached  the  hands  of 
the  officers  of  the  appellant  parish.     On  the  10th  April, 
the  paupers  were  removed  by  the  respondent  parish.    On 
the  9th  June,  the  notice  of  appeal  was  served  for  the  next 
Salop   sessions,   which   were    held   on   the    26th   June. 
Eleven  clear  days*  notice  of  appeal  was  thus  given,  pur- 
suant to  the  practice  of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions. 
It  was  objected  on  the  part  of  the  respondents,  that  the 
appeal  was  too  late,  and  the  Court  was  of  that  opinion. 
It  seems  to  me,  however,  that  the  Court  was  bound  to 
hear  the  appeal.      By  the   13  &  14  Car.  S,  c.  12,  s.  1,  it 
is  provided  that  two  justices  of  the  peace  may  **  by  their 
warrant  remove  and  convey  such  person  or  persons  to  such 
parish  where  he  or  they  were  last  legally  settled."  Then, 
by  section  2  it  was  provided,  **  that  all  such  persons  who 
think   themselves    aggrieved   by  any  such  judgment  of 
the  said  two  justices,  may  appeal  to  the  justices  of  the 
peace  for  the  said  county,  at  their  next  quarter  sessions." 
The  question,  is  then,  whether  the  parish  is  to  be  con- 
sidered as  aggrieved.     It  seems  to  me,  that  it  is  by  the 
removal  of  the  pauper,  that  the  parish  becomes  aggrieved. 
All  the  cases  agree  in  this,  and  it  was  not  a  disputed  point 
between  the  counsel.     But  the  counsel  who  contended 
that   the  sessions  were  right,  relied  on  the  Poor  Law 
Amendment  Act,  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76.     By  sect.  79  of 
that  act   it  is  provided,  **  that  no  poor  person  shall  be 
removed  or  removeable,  under  any  order  of  removal,  from 
any  parish  or  workhouse,  by  reason  of  his  being  charge- 
able to  or  relieved  therein,  until  twenty-one  days  after  a 
notice  in  writing  of  his  beit)g  so  chargeable  or  relieved, 
accompanied  by  a  copy  or  counterpart  of  the  order  of  re- 
moval of  such  person,  and  by  a  copy  of  the  examination 
upon  which  such  order  was  made,  shall  have  been  sent  by 
post  or  otherwise,  by  the  overseers  or  guardians  of  the 
pariah  obtaining  such  order,  or  any   three  or  more  of 
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such  guardians,  to  the  overseers  of  the  parish  to  whom 
such  order  shall  be  directed.**  By  sect.  81  it  is  providedi 
"  that  in  every  case  where  notice  of  appeal  against  such 
order  shall  be  given^  the  overseers  or  guardians  of  the 
parish  appealing  against  such  order,  or  any  three  or  more 
of  such  guardians,  shall,  with  such  notice,  or  fourteen 
days  at  least  before  the  first  day  of  the  sessions  at  which 
such  appeal  is  intended  to  be  tried,  send  or  deliver 
to  the  overseers  of  the  respondent  parish  a  statement  in 
writing  under  their  hands  of  the  grounds  of  such  appeal.** 
And  then,  by  sect.  84,  it  is  further  enacted,  *'  that  the 
parish  to  which  any  poor  person,  whose  settlement  shall 
be  in  question  at  the  time  of  granting  relief,  shall  be  ad- 
mitted or  finally  adjudged  to  belong,  shall  be  chargeable 
wiih  and  liable  to  pay  the  cost  and  expense  of  the  relief 
and  maintenance  of  such  poor  person,  and  such  cost  and 
expense  may  be  recovered  against  such  parish  in  the  same 
manner  as  any  penalties  or  forfeitures  are  by  this  act 
recoverable :  Provided  always,  that  such  parish,  if  not 
the  parish  granting  such  relief,  shall  pay  to  the  parish 
by  which  such  relief  shall  be  granted  the  cost  and 
expense  of  such  relief  and  maintenance,  from  such  time 
only  as  notice  of  such  poor  person  having  become  charge- 
able shall  have  been  sent  by  such  relieving  parish,  to  the 
parish  to  which  such  poor  person  shall  be  so  admitted  or 
finally  adjudged  to  belong:  Provided  always,  that  no 
charges  or  expenses  of  relief  or  maintenance  shall  be 
recoverable  under  a  suspended  order  of  removal,  unless 
notice  of  such  order  of  removal,  with  a  copy  of  the  same, 
and  of  the  examination  upon  which  such  order  was  madCf 
shall  have  been  given  within  ten  days  of  such  order  being 
made  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  to  whom 
such  order  is  directed."  It  was  contended,  that  by  con- 
struing these  sections  together,  the  appellant  parish  must 
be  considered  as  aggrieved,  by  the  mere  sending  of  the 
copy  of  the  order  of  removal;  because  there  may  be  a 
TOL.  VI.  D  D.  F.  c. 
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1837*  liability  to  certain  costs  and  ^xpenses^  pur8ua,Qt  to  sect.  8i; 
altkpugh  ther^  is  no  actual  grievance  at  the  time  of 
serving  the  order^  yet  the  appellants  may  become  aggrieved 
in  ce];tai^  events^  aqd  therefore  they  musjb  be  considered 
as  iiggrieved  by  the  mere  servipe  of  the  ord^r.  It  appear^ 
to  me  that  it  is  not  so^  independent  of  any  au|tjbori^« 
The  act  makes  no  ^ucb  difference  in  the  law,  as  tbat  the 
parish  is  to  be  considered  as  aggrieved  beqause  it  may 
have  tP  pay  certain  expenses*  The  having  to  pay  certain 
costs  and,  expenses  is  a,  mere  contingenpy,  which  may  or 
may  not  take  effect  But  if  there  were  any  doubt 
upon  the  point,  it  was  distinctly  decided  in  con- 
formity with  this  view  in  the  case  of  The  King  v.  The, 
Justices  of  Cornwallf  wbjch  was  argued  in  last  Es^ster 
Tern^y  and,  judgment  given  in  last  Trinity  Term,  ^h^ 
facts  there  were  precisely  similar  to  those  of  the  present 
case.  The  order  was  made  there  on  the  6th  June,  ^nd 
received  by  the  appellants  on  the  7th.  The  Midsummer 
sessions  were  held  on  the  28th.  On  the  29th  the  paMpcri^ 
were  actually  removed.  Notice  of  appeal  was  given  for: 
the  October  sessions.  The  Court  there  refused  to  hear 
the  appeal,  on  tlie  ground  that  the  appellants  should  haire. 
given  notice  of  appeal  at  the  Midsummer  Sessions*  This.. 
Court,  however,  was  of  opinion  that  the  appeal  viras  in 
quite  sufficient  time.  It  seems  to  me,  theref<>rej  a^  Tery 
clear  case.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  appelljsiiUfi 
were  aggrieved  until  the  actual  removal  of  tho;  paupersj 
i^though  in  certain  events  they  might  be  required  to  pay- 
costs  and  expenses*  The  present  rule  must  therefore  be 
ipf^e  absolute. 

Dowling.  then  applied  for  the  costs  of  the  rule,  piirsugQjb, 
to  1  Will.  4^  c.  21,  s.  6,  the  words  of  which  wei^Cj  '*  tbat 
in  all  cases  of  any  application  for  any  writ, of  mandamus 
whatsoever,  tl|e  costs  of  spch  application,  whetb^r  the 
writ..shall  be  grapted  or  refused,  and  also  the  costs  of  the^ 
writ,  if  the  same  shall  be  issued  and  obeyed,  shall  b^  in 
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the  discretion  of  the  Court,  and  the  Court  is  hereby  au- 
thorized to  order  and  direct  by  whom  and  to  whom  the 
same  shall  be  paid**  (a). 

LiTTLSDALEy  J. — The  costs  of  this  rule  must  be  made 
the  subject  of  a  separate  application.  When  the  writ  has 
issued*  I  do  not  know  that  they  may  not  make  a  return  to 
it,  which  will  shew  that  they  were  right  in  refusing  to  hear 
the  appeal. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 

(«)  See  2  Dowl.  Stat  41 ,  si  to  the  practice  prefioui  to  the  pasiing 
ofUibsA^ 


1837. 


Dob  d.  Oowland  r.  Roe. 

jDE/^TT  applied  for  a  rule  under  the  1  Geo.  4,  c.  87,  s.  1. 
His  application  was  founded  on  the  affidavits  in  the  usual 
form*  and  they  contained  the  ordinary  particulars,  except 
that  no  affidavit  had  been  made  by  the  attesting  witness 
to  the  execution  of  the  lease.  The  application  was,  how- 
ever, supported  by  the  affidavit  of  another  person,  who 
had  sworn  to  the  due  execution  of  the  instrument.  The 
words  of  the  section  were,  **  proving  the  execution  of  the 
same  by  affidavit. ** 

LitTLEDALE,  J.,  (having  cOnsulted  Mr.  Hill,  the  Clerk 
of  the  Rules),  was  of  opinion  that  the  omission  was  not 
ttatetial.  Ih  order  to  obtain  this  rule,  it  was  not  indis- 
peilsiBtble  that  the  attesting  witniess  should  make  the  affi- 
dlAvit  of  execution. 

Rule  granted. 


In  order  to  ob- 
tain the  usual 
Undlord's  rule 
provided  by  1 
Geo.  4,  c.  87, 
••  1,  the  execu- 
tion of  the  lease 
may  be  proved 
by  the  affidaTit 
of  a  person  who 
is  not  the  at- 
testing witness. 


D  2 
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A  declaration 
in  ejectment  re- 
quiring a  tenant 
to  appear  in 
"the  King's 
Bencli"  is  good, 
although,  be- 
fore leave  is  ob- 
tained to  sign 
Judgment,  the 
Crown  having 
demised,  the 
Court  has  be- 
come "  the 
Queen's 
Bench." 


Doe  d.  Davies  v.  Roe. 

JLtOCKE  moved  for  leave  to  sign  judgment  against  the 
casual  ejector.  The  only  peculiarity  in  the  case  was^  that 
the  notice  at  the  foot  of  the  declaration  required  the 
tenant  to  appear  in  "  the  Court  of  King's  Bench"  in 
Michaelmas  Term  next.  The  officer  of  the  Court  refused 
to  take  in  the  papers  in  the  ordinary  way,  on  the  ground 
that,  the  King  having  died,  tlie  Court  ceased  to  be  the 
King's  Bench,  and  therefore  the  tenant  in  possession  was 
not  bound  to  appear  there.  The  declaration  was  served 
upon  the  tenant  in  possession  on  the  14th  June,  1837^ 
while  the  King  was  living. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J. — As  it  was  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 

at  the  time  the  declaration  was  served,  you  may  take  a 

rule. 

Rule  granted. 


Rext.  Byrne. 

{Before  the  Four  Judges). 

If  an  afflda-       JSLISS  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  obtained  by 

ruVefor*a CTimi-  ^«  Alexander^   for  a  criminal  information  in  respect  of 

certain  slanderous  words  spoken  by  the  defendant  to  a 
magistrate  in  the  exercise  of  his  office.  Bliss  objected  to 
the  admissibility  oF  the  affidavit,  on  the  ground  that  it  did 
not  appear  in  the  jurat  of  the  affidavit  on  which  the  rule 
had  been  obtained  in  what  county  the  deponent  had  been 
sworn.     He  cited  The  King  v.   Justices  of  the    West 

aSXe^rnVy   ««*''»^  9f  Yorkshire  (a),  and  The  King  v.  Cockshaw  {b). 

in  which  an       'pj^g  marginal  note  of  the  latter  case,  which  confirmed  the 

affidavit  was  ^ 

sworn  should      former,  was  in  these  terms — "  The  county  in  which  a  dc- 
]uratrif?tdoes    fcndant  is  sworn  to  an  affidavit  to  ground  a  rule  for  a  cri- 

appear  from  the 
contents  of  the  affidavit. 


nal  information 
contdns  matter 
slanderous  of 
the  defendant, 
the  Court  will 
in  some  cases 
discharge  the 
rule  without 
costs. 

Semble,  that 


(a)  3  M.  &  S.  493. 


{b)  2  N.  &  M.  378. 
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minal  information,  made  before  a  commissioner,  must  ap-         1837. 
pear  in  the  jurat/'  " 

V. 

Patteson,  J. — In  the  cases  cited  perhaps  the  place  of      Btrne. 
swearing  was  totally  omitted.     Here,  however,  it  appears 
from  the  contents  of  the  affidavit. 


then  objected  that  the  affidavit  supporting  the 
rule  contained  a  quantity  of  matter  slanderous  of  the  de- 
fendant. That  was  a  ground  for  excepting  to  the  affida* 
vit;  and  in  Sanderson's  Bail  (a),  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  held,  that  affidavits  containing  general  slanderous 
statements  injurious  to  the  character  of  bail  cannot  be  re- 
ceived. 

Patteson,  J. — In  the  case  of  Thompson  v.  Dicas  (i), 
part  of  the  marginal  note  was,  "  Where  libellous  and  im- 
pertinent matter  was  introduced  into  an  affidavit  in  sup- 
port of  a  rule,  the  Court  deprived  the  party  of  the  costs 
of  the  rule,  to  which  otherwise  he  would  have  been  en- 
itled." 

IL  Alexander,  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended  that, 
as  the  words  used  to  the  magistrate  were  clearly  actionable, 
the  present  rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.— The  prosecutor  here  has  intro- 
duced terms  and  expressions  in  his  affidavit  impertinent 
to  the  case.  It  ought  clearly  to  be  understood,  that  parties 
applying  for  a  criminal  information  should  confine  them- 
selves to  the  simplest  statement  of  facts,  and  never  in- 
troduce the  slightest  intemperance  of  language.  That 
which  is  used  by  the  prosecutor  in  this  case,  makes  us 
hesitate  to  decide  that  he  has  entitled  himself  to  that  pro- 

(a)  I  CWt.  Rep.  676.  (b)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  93. 
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tection  which  the  Court  is  erer  ready  to  throw  arouncl  a 
magistrate.  With  regard  to  the  other  point  on  which 
Bex  T.  Cockshaw  {a)  has  been  cited,  I  think  it  appears  to 
have  been  given  up,  and  I  should  not  wish  to  express  any 
opinion,  so  as  to  say  that  the  affidavit  is  wrong,  in  a  case 
of  such  general  practice  as  (his. 

LiTTLEDALE,  Patt}E6on,  and  Williams,  Js.,  coneoneed. 

Rule  discharged,  without  costs, 
(a)  2  N.  &  M.  378. 


Trespau  for 
ialu  impruon- 
ment.    The  de- 
fendant, u 
sheriff;  justified 
nnder  an  at- 


Smith  v.  Eooinoton. 
{Be/are  the  Four  Judges). 

X  RESPASS  for  false  imprisonment  during  a  period  of 
two  months.  Pleas— first,  not  guilty;  second,  as  to  the 
assault  and  imprisonment,  and  detaining  the  defendant  in 
prison  for  the  period  in  this  plea  mentioned,  part  of  the 
Cbamxry  for  a  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  declaration  mentioned,  the  defendant  says  that 
contempt,  and     ^^  g^^    ^jj^^g  issucd  out  of  the  Court  of  our  Lord  the 

alleged  that  no  '       ^ 

order  for  the       King  of  his  Chancery,  the  said  Court  then  being  held  at 

cha^  had  been  Westminster,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  a  certain  writ 
made,  and  no      ^£  ^^^  ^^j j  ^^^.j  ^j^^  ^j^^^  ^f  attachment,  directed  to  the 

sheriff  of  the  town  and  county  of  Kingston-upon-HulI,  by 
which  said  writ  our  said  Lord  the  King  commanded  the 
said  sheriff  to  attach  the  said  Elizabeth  Smith,  the  plain- 
tiff in  this  suit,  and  one  Joseph  Dudding,  so  as  to  have 
them  before  our  said  Lord  the  King  in  his  said  Court  of 
Chancery  on  the  8th  day  of  January  then  next,  where- 


ha  ror.  sued  out 

Replication, 

that  plaintiff 

had  been  kept 

in  custody  for 

more  than 

thirty  days 

without  being 

brought  up 

to  the  Court, 

and  without 

being  cleared 

of  the  con- 
tempt; that  therefore  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  discharge  the  plaintifF,  pursuant  to  It 

Geo.  4  a  1  WilL  4,  c.  36,  f.  15,  rule  5,  but  that  defendant,  tliougb  vequasted,  would  niAi'^MtiU^ 

that,  on  the  fiice  of  these  pleadings,  nothing  shewed  the  defendant  to  be  a  trespasser  ab  initio. 
SembU,  that  in  such  a  case  tretpats  is  not  maintainable  against  the  sheriffl 
Semble,  that  com  could  not  be  maintained  without  notice  to  the  sheriff  for  what  contempt  the 

prisoner  was  in  custody,  btamse  the  rule  in  qoMtion  does  not  apply  to  all  oootaaipta. 
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•oef^r  the  imid  Court  should  then  be,  there  to  Atisurer  to  l^sSr. 
our  sitid  Lord  the  King,  as  well  touching  a  contempt  which 
they  the  said  Elizabeth  Smith,  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit, 
and  the  said  Joseph  Dudding,  as  it  was  alleged,  had  com- 
mitted against  our  said  Lord  the  King,  as  also  such  other 
matters  as  should  be  thet'e  and  then  laid  to  their  charge, 
and  further  to  perform  and  abide  such  order  as  the  said 
Couk^  of  our  said  Lord  the  Kihg  should  make  in  that 
behalf,  snd  that  the  said  sheriff  should  thereof  fail  not, 
and  that  he  should  bring  that  writ  with  him ;  which  said 
writ  afterwards,  &c.,  was  delivered  to  defendant  in  thi^ 
suit,  who  then  and  from  thence,  &e.,  w^s  sheriff  of  the 
said  town,  &c.,  to  be  executed  in  due  form  of  law,  by  virtiie 
of  which  said  writ  (averment  of  arrest  of  plaintiff  on  the 
I8th  December,  1834,  by  defendant).  And  the  said  de- 
fendant l^ys,  that  he  not  having  received  any  wHt  of 
ha.  cor.,  or  other  writ,  order,  or  direction,  to  bring  the 
satd  Elisabeth  Smith,  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit,  from  the 
taid  prison  to  the  bar  of  or  into  the  said  High  Court  of 
Chancery,  or  other  competent  authority  to  discharge  the 
Said  plaintiff  from  his  custody  under  the  said  writ  of  attAOh- 
ment,  until  the  receipt  of  the  order  hereinafter  inentioned, 
ftc,  kept  and  detained  her  in  prison  in  the  said  gaol  or  pri- 
son^ dndeir  and  by  virtue  of  the  Said  writ  of  attachment,  from 
the  tiifie  of  his  so  carrying  and  conveying  her  to  prison  as 
afof^said,  until  the  Slst  day  of  March,  1835,  when  a  certain 
order,  nlade  upon  the  30th  day  of  March,  in  the  fifth  year 
afotiesaid,  iti  a  certaih  cause  then  depending  in  the  said 
High  Court  of  Chancery,  wherein  Richard  Duddin^ 
And  John  Dudding  were  plaintiffs,  and  Qeorge  Smith 
(then  deceased),  the  said  Elizabeth  Smith  (the  plaintiff  ih 
thil  suit),  and  Joseph  Dudding,  were  defendants,  being 
the  caQse  or  suit  in  whieh  the  said  writ  of  attachment  was 
iMued  as  aforesaid,  biit  in  the  said  ord^r  described  as 
being  II  cause  in  which  the  said  John  Dudding  find  Ri- 
ehard  Dndding  were  plaintiffs,  and  the  siiid  Elizabeth 
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1837.         Smith,  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit,  alone  was  defendant,  by 
g^^^  Sir  Launcelot  ShachveU^  Knight,  then  being  Vice-Chan- 

9.  cellor  of  Great  Britain,  whereby  it  was  ordered  that  the 

said  Elizabeth  Smith,  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit,  should  be 
discharged  out  of  the  custody  of  the  defendant  in  this  suit, 
as  to  the  contempt  for  which  the  said  writ  of  attachment 
was  so  issued  as  aforesaid,  was  duly  presented  and  shewn 
to  him  the  defendant  in  this  suit,  and  thereupon  the  de- 
fendant forthwith  discharged  the  plaintiff  from  and  out  of 
his  custody,  and  permitted  and  suffered  her  to  go  at  large 
from  and  out  of  his  custody  wheresoever  she  would.  Aver- 
ment of  quae  sunt  eadem.  Replication  to  the  second  plea. 
That  true  it  is,  the  said  writ  in  the  second  plea  mentioned 
issued  out  of  the  Court  of  our  said  lord  the  King  of  his 
Chancery,  and  that  the  defendant  by  virtue  of  the  said 
writ  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  said  18th  of  December, 
took  and  arrested  the  plaintiff,  and  imprisoned  her,  &c, 
nevertheless  saith  that  the  said  writ  issued  against  the 
plaintiff  for  a  contempt  in  not  answering  a  certain  bill 
before  then  filed  in  the  said  High  Court  of  Chancery, 
against  the  said  plaintiff,  and  one  George  Smith,  and  one 
Joseph  Dudding,  at  the  suit  of  the  said  John  Dudding 
and  Richard  Dudding,  in  the  second  plea  mentioned, 
and  that  the  plaintiff,  being  under  such  process  of 
contempt  for  not  answering,  was  in  actual  custody  of 
the  defendant  in  the  said  gaol  for  the  space  of  thirty 
days  under  the  said  writ,  to  wit,  from  the  said  18th  day 
of  December,  in  the  year  1835,  and  she,  the  plaintiff, 
was  not,  during  all  that  time,  brought  to  the  bar  of  the 
said  High  Court  of  Chancery  under  process  to  answer  her 
contempt,  nor  was  her  contempt,  during  or  at  the  expir- 
ation of  that  time,  or  at  any  other  time,  cleared.  And  the 
plaintiff  further  saith,  that  the  last  of  the  thirty  days 
during  which  the  plaintiff  was  in  actual  custody  under  the 
said  process  of  contempt  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  the  said  17th 
day  of  January,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1835,  aforesaid, 
happened  in  term,  to  wit,  in  Hilary  term  in  the  year  las 
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aforesaid,  and  that  the  said  John  Dudding  and  Richard        IWf. 
Dudding,  the  plaintiffs  in  the  said  suit,  did  not,  nor  did  either  ' 

of  them,  nor  did  any  other  person^  although  the  contempt  «• 

of  the  pkintiff  was  not  sooner  cleared^  bring  the  plaintiff  by 
a  habeas  corpus  to  the  bar  of  the  said  Court  of  Chancery, 
within  thirty  days  from  the  time  of  her  being  actually  in 
custody  in  the  said  gaol  upon  the  said  process  of  contempt, 
but  on  the  contrary  thereof  wholly  omitted  and  neglected 
to  to  do.  By  reason  whereof  it  became  and  then  was  the 
duty  of  the  defendant,  so  being  sheriff  and  having  the 
plaintiff  in  his  custody  as  aforesaid,  to  have  thereupon 
discharged  the  plaintiff  out  of  custody  under  the  said  pro- 
cess of  contempt;  and  although  the  plaintiff  afterwards 
and  after  the  expiration  of  thirty  days,  to  wit,  on  the  18th 
day  of  January,  18S5,  aforesaid,  and  often  afterwards, 
requested  the  defendant  to  discbarge  the  plaintiff  out  of 
his  custody  under  the  said  process  of  contempt,  yet  the 
defendant,  not  regarding  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  provided,  did  not,  nor  would,  at  the  expiration  of  the 
said  thirty  days,  and  when  he  was  requested  as  aforesaid, 
discharge  the  plaintiff  out  of  his  custody  under  the  said 
process  of  contempt,  but  wholly  refused  and  omitted  so  to 
do ;  and  on  the  contrary  thereof,  wrongfully  and  against 
the  will  of  the  plaintiff,  and  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  imprisoned  the 
plaintiff  in  the  said  gaol,  and  kept  and  detained  her  in 
prison  there,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  hath  above 
in  her  said  declaration  complained  against  the  defend- 
ant. Special  demurrer  and  joinder.  The  marginal  note  to 
the  demurrer  stated,  that  **  the  defendant  will  contend 
that  he  is  not  liable  to  be  sued  in  this  action  under 
II  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  96,  s.  15,  rule  5,  for  detaining 
the  plaintiff  in  custody  under  the  attachment.  He  will  also 
insbt  that  the  replication  is  bad,  for  the  causes  assigned 
at  the  grounds  of  special  demurrer. 
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1837-  JR.  V.  RichardSf  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — In  any 

shitb        ^^^  ^^'^^  ^^y  ^^  taken  of  this  case,  it  is  clear  that  the 
9*  sheriff  cannot  be  proceeded  against  as  a  trespasser.   The 

first  arrest  on  an  attachment  out  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  is 
admitted  to  be  lawful ;  the  question  is,  what  is  the  sheriff's 
duty  in  such  a  case,  as  rule  5  of  1 1  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  36^ 
s.  5,  enacts,  '*  that  if  the  defendant*  under  process  of  con* 
tempt  for  not  appearing  or  not  answering,  be  in  actual 
custody,  and  shall  not  have  been  sooner  brought  to  the  bar 
under  process  to  answer  his  contempt,  the  plaintiff,  if  the 
contempt  be  not  sooner  cleared,  shall  bring  the  defendant  by 
a  habeas  corpus  to  the  bar  of  the  Court  within  thirty  days 
from  the  time  of  his  being  actually  in  custody  or  detained 
(being  already  in  custody)  upon  process  of  contempti  and 
if  the  last  day  of  such  thirty  days  shall  happen  out  of 
term,  then  within  the  four  first  days  of  the  ensuing  term, 
&c.,  and  in  case  any  such  defendant  shall  not  be  brought 
to  the  bar  of  the  Court  within  the  respective  times  afore<^ 
said,  the  sheriff,  &c.,  in  whose  custody  he  shall  be,  shall 
thereupon  discharge  him  out  of  custody,  without  payment 
by  him  of  the  costs  of  contempt,  which  shall  be  payable  by 
the  party  on  whose  behalf  the  process  issued.'*  Two 
questions  arise  upon  this  rule:  1st,  whether  the  sheriff  is 
bound  to  discharge  a  prisoner  at  the  end  of  thirty  days» 
without  any  order  from  the  Court,  or  any  notification  of 
the  circumstances  under  which  he  is  in  custody  ?  dnd|  If 
under  some  circumstances  he  is  bound  to  discharge^ 
whether  the  other  party  is  not  bound  to  give  him  notice  of 
the  circumstances  ?  The  words  of  the  rule,  taken  most 
strongly  against  the  defendant,  shew  only  a  non-feasance^ 
and  not  a  trespass ;  for  it  is  clear  that  an  arrest  under  pro* 
cess,  until  it  is  set  aside,  forms  a  perfectly  good  justification 
in  trespass.  But  it  does  not  appear  in  the  declaration  that 
the  plaintiff  gave  notice  of  the  cause  of  the  attachment, 
and  therefore  the  sheriff's  duty  did  not  arise,  as  the 
attachment  might  have  been  for  other  causes  than  con- 
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tempt  in  not  answering.     If  the  Court  should  hold  that        iBS7- 
the  sheriff  is  bound  to  inform  himself  of  the  cause  of  the        .    __ 

^^  Smith 

attachment,  it  would  throw  great  difficulties  upon  him  to  ^  »• 
ascertain  the  cause,  as  it  does  not  appear  on  the  face  of 
ibe  attachment ;  whereas  there  is  no  hardship  in  requiring 
the  prisoner  to  give  notice  to  the  sheriflT,  or  to  get  an 
order  of  discharge  from  the  Court.  The  attachment 
being  originally  good,  the  imprisonment  is  justified  by  the 
plea»  for  the  replication  is  not  by  way  of  new  assignment. 
According  to  the  Six  Carpenters'  ease  (a),  if  it  should  be 
now  held  that  the  attachment  was  a  licence  to  take  the  plain* 
tiff  for  thirty  da]rs,  the  defendant  would  not  be  a  trespasser* 
L«stly>  to  make  the  sheriff  a  trespasser,  it  should  have 
been  averred  in  the  record  that  the  sheriff  had  notiee. 
Actions  against  the  sheriff  on  the  2S  Hen.  6,  c.  9,  for  not 
taking  A  bail-bond,  are  never  brought  in  trespass.  The 
words  in  that  statute  are,  **  that  the  sheriff  shall  let  out  of 
enstody ;''  in  this  statute  they  are,  **  that  the  sheriff  shall 
discharge,^'  which  are  quite  analogous.  The  8  Ann. 
e.  14,  s.  1,  enacts,  ''that  no  goods  or  chattels  shall  be 
taken  in  execution  without  leaving  a  year's  rent  for  the 
landlord  ;^  but  trespass  has  never  been  brought  against 
the  sheriff  for  omitting  to  do  this.  This  is  like  the  case 
of  Cfoner  v.  PiUing  (i),  where  the  plaintiff  brought  an 
action  on  the  case  against  the  defendant  for  not  directing 
the  sheriff  (in  whose  custody  the  plaintiff  was,  on  a  ca. 
•a^  at  the  suit  of  the  defendant),  to  discharge  the  plaintiff 
out  of  custody,  after  having  had  the  debt  and  costs  tendered 
to  him,  and  it  was  held  that  the  action  would  lie ;  but  it 
was  never  imagined  that  trespass  could  have  been  brought. 
Trespass  never  lies  for  a  non-feasance;  Eccles  v.  (e)> 

And  in  this  case  there  is  no  act  done  by  the  sheriff ;  it 
therefore  does  not  fell  within  the  principle  of  WifUerboume 

(a)  8  Rep.  14,  b.  &  C.  26. 

(6)  6  D.  &  R.  129 ;  &  G.  4  a         (c)  2  Wils.  313. 
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1837-        V.  Morgan  (a).    An  analogous  case  to  the  present  often 
occurs  in  practice,  where  a  prisoner  is  detained  in  custody 
V.  for  want  of  a  declaration  ;  there^  though  the  sheriff  has 

direct  notice  that  no  declaration  has  been  served^  he 
is  never  proceeded  against  as  a  trespasser,  and  he  is  not 
bound  to  discharge  the  prisoner  till  he  obtains  a  superse- 
deas. 

Hurlstone,  in  support  of  the  replication. — ^The  sheriff 
is  bound,  under  1 1  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  36,  to  discharge  a 
prisoner  in  custody  on  process  of  contempt,  at  the  end  of 
thirty  days,  and  therefore  he  may  be  liable  in  this  form  of 
action.  The  pleadings  shew  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  cu8*> 
tody  for  contempt ;  that  thirty  days  had  elapsed ;  that  the 
plaintiff  had  applied  to  be  discharged,  and  that  the  defen- 
dant refused.  This  refusal  is  a  misfeasance  which  will 
support  the  action.  The  fifth  rule,  which  directs  the 
sheriff  to  discharge,  makes  no  mention  of  the  necessity  for 
an  order  of  Court,  and  the  clear  intention  of  the  statute 
was,  that  a  prisoner  should  be  discharged  without  any 
order  being  necessary.  When  the  statute  requires  an 
order  of  the  Court  to  be  made,  it  provides  for  it  in  express 
terms,  as  in  sections  13  &  15,  rules  2  &  18.  The  inten- 
tion of  the  statute  was  to  bring  all  prisoners  for  contempt 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery  into  the  Fleet  Prison  (which  is 
the  prison  of  the  Court)  as  soon  as  possible,  in  order  to 
compel  answers,  and  to  make  the  process  effectual.  In  the 
Courts  of  Equity  it  is  clearly  understood  that  no  order  is 
requisite  for  the  discharge  of  a  prisoner;  for  In  re  Dunce, 
E.  T*  1836,  MS.,  where  a  prisoner  was  brought  up  by 
the  sheriff  to  the  bar  of  the  Court  after  the  thirty  days 
had  expired,  and  an  order  for  his  discharge  was  applied 
for,  the  Vice-Chancellor  held  that  it  was  not  necessary, 
and  that  he  was  entitled  to  his  discharge  forthwith.     As- 

(a)  1 1  East,  395. 
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siuning  then  that  no  order  was  necessary,  there  was  no 
attachment  to  warrant  the  sheriff  in  detaining  the  plain- 
tiffi  In  2  Inst.  53,  it  is  said,  *'  if  the  King's  writ  come 
to  the  sheriff  to  deliver  the  prisoner,  if  he  detain  him, 
this  detaining  is  an  imprisonment  against  the  law  of  the 
land/'  Now,  the  words  of  this  act  are  equally  compul- 
sory with  the  King's  writ.  Suppose  a  defendant  in  cus- 
tody on  a  ca.  sa.  paid  the  debt  and  costs,  and  the  gaoler 
refused  to  discharge  him,  he  clearly  would  be  liable  in 
trespass  (a). 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — I  think  it  is  quite  clear  that  tres- 
pass is  not  maintainable  against  the  sheriff  in  this  case,  and 
that  if  he  is  liable  at  all,  he  should  be  sued  in  case.  The 
case  of  Salmon  v.  Percivall  (6)  is  quite  in  point.  Where 
the  law  consigns  a  party  to  the  custody  of  another,  the 
latter  should  certainly  have  notice  when  the  term  of  the 
imprisonment  has  expired. 

LiTTLEOALE,  J. — I  am  of  opinion  this  action  cannot  be 
maintained,  and  that,  even  it  could,  the  replication  is  ill 
drawn,  for  the  trespass  should  have  been  newly  assigned. 
I  do  not  see  how,  in  a  case  like  this,  the  sheriff  could  be 
treated  as  a  trespasser  ab  initio ;  for  it  cannot  be  made 
out  that  he  bad  no  authority  to  arrest  and  imprison  in  the 
first  instance.  The  action  therefore  should  have  been  on 
the  case.  But  it  does  not  appear  that  the  sheriff  had  any 
notice  of  what  the  attachment  was  for ;  the  replication  in- 
deed avers  that  it  was  for  a  contempt  in  not  answering ; 
but  the  defendant  by  demurring  to  the  replication  does 
not  admit  that  he  had  any  notice,  and  it  is  not  for  every 

(a)  See  Slackford  y.  Araten,  14  him  to  his  discharge;  and  the  law 

East,  468,  where  it  was  held,  that  was  recognised  in  Crozer  y.  Pil- 

payment  of  the  debt  and  costs  by  lingy  6  D.  &  R.  129 ;  S.  C.  4  B. 

the  defendant  in  custody  on  a  ca.  &  C.  26. 

sa.  to  the  sheriff,  did  not  entitle  (6)  Cro.  Car.  196. 
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contempt  that  a  prisoner  in  custody  is  entitled  to  be  dis- 
Smitb        charged.    Without  distinct  notice  to  the  sheriff  of  the 
BaonioTON*    cause  of  the  attachment,  I  do  not  think  that  any  action 
whatever  could  be  maintained  against  him. 

Pattesok,  J. — The  declaration  is  general  for  treapas^ 
and  false   imprisonment,  and  is  silent  as  to  the  special 
facts  of  the  case.     The  plea  justifies  under  an  attachment 
out  of  the  Court  of  Chancery.     Then,  what  does  the  re^ 
plication  say?     It  does  not  abandon  the  imprisonment 
justified  under  the  plea,  and  go  upon  a  different  imprison- 
ment, but  states  an  abuse  of  it     How  then  does  that  make 
the  defendant  a  trespasser  ab  initio?  I  think,  however,  tres* 
pass  would  not  lie  at  all  in  this  case,  though  it  is  not  ne^ 
cessary  to  decide  that  expressly  in  this  case.     I  would 
also  say  that  no  action  at  all  would  lie,  for  how  is  the  she^ 
rifi*to  know  for  what  contempt  the  prisoner  is  in  custody? 
It  ought  to  appear  on  the  record  that  the  party  had  in- 
formed the  sheriff  for  what  he  was  in  custody ;  it  is  not, 
however,  necessary  to  go  into  that,  but  only  to  say  there 
is  nothing  in  this  record  to  shew  that  the  defendant  was  a 
trespasser  ab  initio. 

Williams,  J.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant* 
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Smith  v.  Dixok. 

{Before  the  Four  Judges). 

Assumpsit. — The  declaration  stated  that  whereas  the  The  plaintiff  in 
defeodanthadbougbtof  the  plaintiff  a  large  quantity,  that  J^J^^^^^^? 
it  to  aay,  not  less  than  5,000,  nor  more  than  6,000  oak  trees,  trict  for  the 
not  less  than  two  feet  and  a  half,  nor  more  than  three  feet  than  5,ooo,  or 
in  height ;  and  also  10,000  oak  trees,  not  less  than  one  foot  ^reet,  to  he ' 
and  a  half,  nor  more  than  two  feet  in  height,  the  said  oak  ^•'^•"  "Jf  »^  5* 

'  o     '  proper  time  oi 

trees  respectively  to  be  well  taken  up  by  the  plaintiff  at  the  year,  de- 

;     .  ft  <i      .  1  .  1  1       -  livered  to  the 

the  usual  time  of  the  year,  and  withm  a  reasonable  time  defendant'! 
afterwards  to  be  delivered  by  plaintiff  to  defendant's  order  ?o*i?on  dIJil J^^ 
at  B.f.in  the  county  of  L.,  and  paid  for  on  delivery ;  and  He  then  averred 
ID  consideration  thereof  plaintiff  promised  to  take  up  the  e.ooo  trees  at 
said  oak  trees  as  aforesaid,  and  to  deliver  the  same  to  de-^  of'thVyM^ 
fiendant  at  the  time  and  place  aforesaid :  the  defendant  {^"hV^efen*"" 
promised  to  accept  and  pay  for  them.    The  declaration  ^^u  and  he 
then  averred,  that  the  plaintiff  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  accept  them. 
IQth  February,  1835,  well  and  properly  took  up  for  the  Jeldtfihir' 
defendant  6,000  oak  trees,  not  less  &c.,  and  10,000  oak  thepiainUff 

did  not  pro- 

treoSf  not  less  &g.,  which  said  10th  February  then  was  the  periy  take  up, 

UMial  and  proper  time  of  the  year  for  taking  up  oak  trees  offer  to^deUver 

as  aforesaid.  That  plaintiff  tendered  and  offered  to  deliver  J'jjj  ^^^^ 

the  said  oak  trees,  but  defendant  refused  to  accept,  whereby  On  ipedai  de- 

11  -till  #•  1  I       murrer,  it  waa 

the  oak  trees  perished  and   became  of  no  value  to  the  held  that  the 
plaintiff    Pamages   lOOL    The    decision  of  the  Court  jj"J^"  j^*^' 
proceeded  mainly  on  the  second  plea.    It  alleged  that  the  ^c^^^***!  ^^^ 
plaintiff  did  not  well  and  properly  take  up,  or  tender  or  alleged,  that 
offer  to  deliver  to  the  defendant  or  his  order  at  B.  afore-  made  material 
said,  6,000  oak  trees,  being  not  less  &c.,  and  10,000  oak  uff^Urae'nt, 
tree0,  being  not  less  &c    The  plain  tiff  demurred  specially,  but6a</for 

^  If      duphdty,  in 

and  the  causes  of  demurrer  were,  that  it  is  double,  in  tendering  a 
denying  both  the  taking  up  and  the  tender :  and  that  the  taklng^up'lm/ 
traverse  contuned  in  it  is  too  large  in  making  the  exact  ^^^'  ^®  deiirer. 
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1837-        number  and  exact  height  of  the  oak  trees  material  to  the 
issue. 


Smith 

V. 
DiZOK. 


Archbold  supported  the  demurrer,  and  cited  Dyer, 
842,  a.,  15  Hen.  7,  10. 

Wighiman,  in  support  of  the  plea,  cited  Webb  v.  WeO' 
therby  (a),  Da/tins'  case(b),  Symtnons  v.  Knox  (c),  Arnfield 
y.  Bate  and  others  {d),  Crispin  and  another  v.  William* 
son  (e). 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — In  this  case  the  contract  aUeged 
in  the  declaration  is,  that  the  plaintiff  sold  to  the  defend- 
ant not  less  than  5,000,  nor  more  than  6,000  oak  trees  of  a 
certain  size ;  and  10,000  oak  trees  of  another  size,  to  be 
well  taken  up  by  the  plaintiff  at  the  usual  and  proper  time 
of  the  year,  and  to  be  delivered  by  him  to  the  defendant 
within  a  reasonable  time  afterwards,  at  certain  prices. 
The  declaration  then  avers  that  the  plaintiff  did  well  and 
properly  take  up  for  the  defendant,  at  the  proper  time, 
6,000  oak  trees  of  the  one  size,  and  10,000  of  the  otheri 
(without  laying  the  number  under  a  videlicet,  or  averring 
that  the  number  of  the  first  size  was  not  less  than  5,000, 
or  more  than  6,000,)  and  did  within  a  reasonable  time 
afterwards  offer  to  deliver  the  said  trees  to  the  defendant. 

The  plea  states  that  the  plaintiff*  did  not  well  and  pro- 
perly take  up  for,  or  offer  to  deliver  to,  the  defendant 
6,000  oak  trees  of  the  one  size,  and  10,000  oak  trees  of 
the  other  size,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  declaration 
alleged. 

The  plaintiff  has  demurred  specially.  The  principal 
grounds  of  demurrer  are — first,  that  the  defendant  has 


(<i)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  602.  (d)  3  M.  &  Sel.  173. 

(6)  2  Saund.  291,  c.  («)  8  Taunt.  107. 

(c)  3  T.  R.  d6. 
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made  the  number  material  by  his  plea,  which  he  had  no         1837- 
right  to  do.     Second,  that  the  plea  is  double,  because  it 
traverses  not  only  the  well  and  properly  taking  up,  but  the 
subsequent  offer  to  deliver. 

On  the  first  ground  we  are  oF  opinion  that  the  plea  is 
good.  The  plaintiff  has  himself  made  the  number  mate- 
rial by  not  averring  that  the  number  was  within  the  limits 
prescribed  by  the  contract.  If  that  averment  had  been 
inserted  in  the  declaration,  the  number  would  have  been 
immaterial,  and  the  question  would  have  turned  on  the 
want  of  a  videlicet.  But,  as  the  declaration  stands,  it  is 
only  by  taking  the  number  stated  as  material,  that  the  de- 
claration itself  can  be  supported ;  for  so  only  is  there  any 
averment  of  performance  of  the  condition  precedent  to 
take  up  a  number  of  trees  within  the  prescribed  limits. 

On  the  other  ground,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  plea  is 
bad.  The  well  and  properly  taking  up  of  the  trees  de- 
pends on  the  time  and  manner  in  which  it  was  done,  and 
IS  not  necessarily  coupled  with  any  subsequent  offer  to 
deliver.  If  the  plaintiff  fails  to  prove  the  well  and  properly 
taking  up,  the  defendant  would  be  entitled  to  a  verdict, 
though  there  had  been  an  offer  to  deliver.  On  the  other 
band,  if  he  fails  to  prove  the  offer  to  deliver,  the  same  con- 
sequence would  follow,  though  he  should  establish  that 
the  trees  were  well  and  properly  taken  up.  Formerly  the 
plea  of  non-assumpsit  would  have  put  in  issue  both  facts ; 
but  now  all  facts  intended  to  be  denied  must  be  specially 
traTersed,  yet  not  two  by  one  traverse,  as  it  is  here. 
Judgment  must  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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tlTrlnlts  ^5ton, 


IN  THE  SEVENTH  YEAR  OF  THE  REIGN  OF  WILUAM  IV. 


REGULA  GENERALIS. 

It  is  ordered,  that  from  and  after  the  last  day  of 
this  present  Trinity  Term,  all  the  offices  (the  Secondaries' 
excepted)  be  open  in  term,  from  eleven  in  the  forenoon 
until  five  in  the  afternooni  and  not  in  the  evening;  and 
that  the  Secondaries*  office  be  open  in  term  from  eleven  in 
the  forenoon  until  three  in  the  afternoon,  and  from  sis 
o'clock  until  eight  o'clock  in  the  evening;  and  that  in  the 
Vacation,  all  the  offices  be  open  from  eleven  in  the  fore- 
ODon  until  three  in  the  afternoon,  except  between  the  10th 
day  of  August  and  the  S4ih  day  of  October,  when  they 
are  to  be  open  from  eleven  in  the  forenooo  until  tM9  in 
Ibe  afternoon  only. 

N.  C.  TiNDAL. 

J.  A.  Park. 
J.  Vauoham. 
Thos.  Coltm  am* 
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Dob  d.  Wade  v.  Roe. 

JtlSH  noTed  for  judgment  against  tbe  casual  ejector.  "  Reading 
The  afl^davit  of  A^  service  of  the  declaratbn  stated  that  ^q  whhout ' 
it  was  4uly  serF^,  and  thut  it  was  read  over  to  the  per-  u  ^'J^'^ujJSwit 
son  by  whom  it  was  received;  but  it  did  not  allege  that  in  order  to  ob- 

tain  jadgneiit 

it  had  been  explained.  against  the 


casual  Rector. 


TiNDAL,  C.  (J. — We  bad  better  not  get  into  a  new  form 
4>f  affidavit  Thesis  proceedings  are  very  unintelligible  to 
CQVWon  people. 

Rule  refused. 


Holmes  r.  Edwards. 
JjLUMFREY  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  Mr.  Whereimie 

to  refer  a  mat- 
Flicker,  an  attorney  of  this  Courts  should  not  pay  to  the  ter  to  the  pro- 
executor  of  the  plaintiff  all  costs  incurred  in  respect  of  bc^n^mored** 
87i,  found  to  be  due  on  a  reference  of  certain  matters  in  ^*^*^out  <?«•<•. 

'  and  the  subject 

the  cause  to  the  prothonotary,  together  with  interest  on  for  inquiry  is 

t      amt       T  lit  .<!.«»  .         matter  of  fact 

the  o//.  It  appeared  that  the  matters  in  dmerence  be-  only,  the  Court 
tween  the  parties  had  been  referred  to  the  prothonotary,  ^l  i**Iuhtton. 
who  made  his  report.     The  plaintiff  excepted  to  that  as  tj'^e  application 

,  fo'  «>•»•  of  the 

to  one  item,  and  applied  for  a  rule  that  the  taxation  might  inquiry  after 
be  re-opened.    The  rule  was  not  moved  with  costs.    On  the  j^thono- 
being  heard^  an  order  was  made  that  the  prothonotary  **^  ^  "***• 
should  inquire  what  was  due  to  the  plaintiff  on  account  of 
one  Robert  Gambler  in  respect  of  STL  Is.  6d.,  which  it 
was  alleged  had  been  obtained  by  Flicker  on  account  of 
the  plaintiff,  but  which,  Flicker  denied  that  he  had  re- 
ceived.   Tbe  money,  however,  was  found  to  be  due  from 
him  to  Che  plaintiff;  and  this  was  an  application  fqr  the 
costs  incurred  in  that  inquiry. 


8Z 


Holmes 

V. 

Edwards. 
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TiNDAL,  C.  J. — Did  you  ever  know  a  substantive  appli- 
cation for  costs  under  such  circumstances? 


Humfrey. — The  application  was  made  for  interest  as 
well  as  costs,  which  was  claimed  to  be  due  for  many  years. 
It  was  made  a  part  of  the  rule,  that,  if  the  plaintiff  failed, 
he  should  pay  the  whole  of  the  costs. 


TiNDAL,  C.  J. — The  interest  can  be  claimed  only  fur 
six  years.  There  is  no  precedent  for  a  substantive  appli- 
cation being  made  when  the  rule  was  not  moved  with 
costs,  and  the  matter  to  be  inquired  into  was  a  mere  ques- 
tion of  fact. 

Humfrey  submitted  that  he  was  entitled  to  an  order  for 
the  payment  of  the  37/. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — Apply  for  the  payment  of  the  money 
first,  and  if  it  is  refused,  then  come  to  the  Court. 

Rule  refused. 


Starkie  f.  Skilbeck. 

JlOMLINSON,  in  Easter  Term,  moved  for  a  rule  for  a 
being  insane,  distringas.  The  affidavit  stated  that  the  deponent  had 
haing*iMu«f!**  endeavoured  to  serve  the  defendant  with  a  copy  of  the 
to  which  there    ^^ij.  pf  gummons,  but,  on  applying  at  his  residence,  it  was 

was  a  return  of  »^»rr^o 

nMa  hcma^  and  stated  that  he  was  in  a  state  of  lunacy. 

noil  ett  tmwA/ii#, 
but  affidavits 

^Mh'*e"de"^       Pa^k»  J.— On   whom  do  you   propose  to   serve  the 

fendant  was  i       rule  ? 

lunatic,  ibat  it 

was  known 

where  the  defendant  was  living,  but  that  his  keeper  refuted  to  allow  him  to  be  leen,  in  order  that 

process  might  be  served :  the  Court  refused  to  allow  an  appearance  to  be  entered  for  him. 
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TomUnson. — The  rule  must  be  served  personally*  if  1837. 
possible^  on  the  lunatic*  and  on  issuing  the  distringas  his 
goods  would  be  seized*  in  order  to  draw  the  attention  of 
his  friends  to  the  subject*  In  the  event  of  its  being  found 
impossible  to  serve  the  rule  personally*  service  on  the 
keeper  of  the  defendant  would  be  sufficient* 

TiNDAL*  C.  J. — You  may  take  a  rule. 

In  Trinity  Term*  TomUnson  again  applied  for  leave  to 
enter  an  appearance.  He  had  the  return  of  the  sherifF  to 
the  distringas  of  nulla  bona  and  non  est  inventus,  and  an 
affidavit*  in  which  it  was  stated  that  an  attempt  had  been 
made  to  serve  the  process  on  the  defendant*  but  that  his 
keeper  had  declared  that  no  man  on  earth  should  see  him. 

TiNDAL*  C.  J. — There*  is  this  difficulty  in  the  case.  By 
your  affidavit  you  raise  a  presumption  that  the  defendant 
is  in  existence  and  can  be  found*  and  you  suggest  as  a 
reason  for  dispensing  with  personal  service*  that  you  are 
prevented  from  reaching  him  by  a  man  in  whose  custody 
he  is. 

TomKnson  said*  that  he  was  most  likely  the  person  in 
whose  care  the  interests  of  the  defendant  were  placed. 
He  would  apply  again  with  better  affidavits. 

On  a  subsequent  day*  TomUnson  again  applied*  and 
urged*  that  sufficient  means  had  been  taken  to  serve  the 
defendant  with  process*  to  satisfy  the  provisions  of  the 
Uniformity  of  Process  Act.  He  now  had  an  affidavit  that 
the  defendant  was  insane*  and  unable  to  attend  to  his 
business*  and  that  he  had  no  goods  in  the  county  of  Lan- 
caster* but  that  he  had  some  leasehold  property  in  York. 
It  was  besides  sworn*  that  application  had  been  made  to 
the  keeper  of  the  defendant*  but  that  permission  had  been 
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1837.  again  refused  to  see  the  defendant    He  cited  the  cAsea 

^^][^  of  CorHhh  V.  King  (a),  Balgay  y.  Gardner  (b),  and  Pig^ 

V-  got  V.  Killick  (e),  in  support  of  his  application. 


Skilbbck. 


Ti^daL,  Ci  J. — It  was  suggested  that  some  proceedings 
should  be  taken  against  the  man  in  whose  custody  the  de« 
fendant  is.  But  why  are  we  to  go  on  with  proceedings  on 
a  writ  of  summons,  when  you  say  yourself  that  the  defen- 
dant is  insane,  and  you  cannot  see  him?  I  do  not  think  we 
ought  to  lend  ourselves  to  it. 

Tomlinion.— The  plaintiff  wM  not  the  person  to  take  oat 
a  commission  of  lunacy,  and  the  frietids  of  the  defendant 
ftight  refuse  to  do  so,  and  set  the  former  at  defiance,  and 
deprive  hitn  of  that  to  which  he  was  justly  entitled.  They^ 
however,  if  the  service  were  permitted  to  be  good,  and  if 
th^  appearance  Were  allowed  to  be  entered,  might  plead 
for  him.  If  the  proceedings  had  been  by  bailable  process^ 
the  plaintiff  might  have  arrested  him. 

TiNi^A&j  C.  J. — I  can  only  suggest  what  I  have  already 
thrown  out,  that  proceedings  should  be  taken  against  thd 
keeper  of  the  defendant.  We  cannot  direct  anything  to 
h6  dofie  against  himi  because  you  do  tiot  apply. 

Rule  i^fuitd. 


(a)  Ante,  Vd.  2,  p.  l8.  (S)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  i^.  287- 

(k)  Rk  62. 
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Tapp,  Assignee  of  Partington^  a  Bankrupt^  r.  Harring- 
ton. 

J.ALFOURD9  Serjt.9  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  ob-  Wbcntiieac- 
tained  by  R.  V.  Richards  for  setting  aside  the  verdict  ment  ofa  de- 
found  in  this  cause  for  the  defendant,  and  for  entering  a  ^^^^^^^^ 
▼erdict  in  favour  of  the  plaintifF,  with  125/.  Ws.  damages,  foiiowiihemr. 

^  rttt  in  dus 

It  was  an  action  brought  by  the  assignees  of  one  Parting-  coorae,tbe 
ton,  an  insolvent,  to  recover   from   the  defendant  the  of  the  imprison. 
aincnnt  levied  on  the  goods  of  the  insolvent  at  the  instance  "/i'tl^tion*©? 
of  the  defendant,  under  a  /f.  fa.  issued  on  a  judgment  the  itatute 

J  1.  rr..  ,  7Geo.4.c57, 

Signed  on  a  warrant  of  attorney.     The  case  turned  upon  thaii  be  taken 
the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  84th  section  of  the  b^J'the^^thTnl 
7  Geo.  4,  c.  67,  (the  Act  for  the  Relief  of  Insolvent  ^  "y  improper 

rwi  mi        •        11    ^«i«y»theim- 

Debtors),    The  words  of  the  section  were, ''  That  in  all  pritonment 
cases  where  any  prisoner  who  shall  petition  the  said  Court  taken"  o  begin 
for  relief  under  this  act,  shall  have  executed  any  warrant  S^jj||\']*f„^*ji^ 
of  attorney  to  confess  judgment,  or  shall  have  given  any  confinement 
cognovit  actionem^  whether  for  a  valuable  consideration  or  ofa  priMm. 
otherwise,  no  person  shall,  after  the  commencement  of 
the  imprisonment  of  such  prisoner,  avail  himself  or  herself 
of  any  exectttion  issued  or  to  be  issued  upon  any  judg- 
ment obtained  or  to  be  obtained  upon  such  warrant  of 
attorney  or  cognovit  actionem^  either  by  seizure  and  sale 
of  the  property  of  such  prisoner,  or  any  part  thereof,  or 
by  sale  of  such  property  theretofore  seized,  or  any  part 
thereof,  but  that  any  person  or  persons  to  whom  any  sum 
or  sums  of  money  shall  be  due  in  respect  of  any  such  war- 
rant of  attorney  or  cognovit  actionem^  shall  and  may  be  a 
creditor  or  cpaditors  for  the  same  under  this  act"    It 
appeared  from   the  affidavits,   that    the  insolvent    was 
arrested  on  mesne  process  on  the  5th  November,  and 
bis  goods  were  seized  and  sold  under  an  execution  at  the 
instance  of  the  defendant  on  that  and  the  following  day, 
and  the  money,  the  produce  of  the  sale,  was  paid  over  to 
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the  defendant  by  the  sheriflT  on  the  9th  December.    The 
Y    ^         insolvent  went  to  gaol  on  the   IStfa  November,  and  the 
«•  question  was,  whether  his  imprisonment  for  the  purposes 

of  this  section  of  the  act  had  not  commenced  before  the 
sale.  It  appeared  on  the  trial,  that  in  the  intermediate 
time  between  the  5th  and  the  12th  November,  the  insol- 
vent had  been  at  a  beer  shop  in  Gloucester,  where,  how- 
ever, he  had  not  always  been  in  the  custody  of  the 
sheriff's  officer,  or  even  of  his  assistant,  but  had  been 
suffered  to  quit  the  house  in  company  with  a  man  who 
was  a  friend  of  the  assistant.  It  was  now  urged  that  this 
was  not  a  sufficient  custody  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  suc- 
ceed in  the  present  application.  The  <SOth  section  of  the 
act  provided  that  all  goods  in  the  possession  of  the  pri- 
soner at  the  time  of  his  "  arrest,  or  other  commencement 
of  his  imprisonment,'*  of  which  he  should  be  reputed  owner, 
should  be  deemed  his  property.  But  upon  the  words  of 
this  section  arose  a  question,  as  to  what  should  be  con- 
sidered an  imprisonment  within  the  meaning  of  the  act. 
The  10th  section  provided  that  any  person  who  had  been 
in  actual  custody  within  the  walls  of  any  prison  in  England 
upon  any  process  whatsoever,  at  any  time  within  fourteen 
days  next  after  the  commencement  of  such  imprisonment^ 
whether  it  should  have  commenced  in  the  same  or  any 
other  prison,  or  the  rules  or  liberties  of  any  other  prisoni 
might  apply  by  petition  for  his  discharge.  The  12th 
section  of  the  act  was  still  more  explicit,  and  provided 
that  the  act  should  not  extend  to  any  person  who  should 
not  be  at  the  time  of  filing  his  petition,  and  during  all  the 
proceedings  thereon,  in  actual  custody  within  the  walls  of 
a  prison,  without  any  intermission  of  such  imprisonment 
by  leave  of  the  Court  or  otherwise.  Therefore,  although 
for  certain  purposes  the  prisoner  might  be  said  to  be  in 
custody  in  a  lock-up  house^  yet  it  was  quite  clear  that 
that  was  not  a  sufficient  imprisonment  under  this  act. 
The  30th  and  31st  sections  of  the  statute,  it  was  true. 
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alluded  to  "  the  arrest  or  other  commeDcement  of  the  im-  1837' 
prisonmenty''  but  this  was  only  applicable  to  the  particukr 
caies  there  pointed  out.  Supposing  the  case  to  be  one  of 
escape,  the  sheriflT  would  clearly  be  liable  to  an  action ; 
for  it  could  not  be  said  that  the  insolvent  was  in  legal 
custody,  when  he  was  under  the  care  of  a  friend  of  the 
assistant  of  the  sheriff's  officer,  and  was  permitted  to  walk 
about  the  town  of  Gloucester  with  him*  This  person 
clearly  bad  no  lawful  authority  to  detain  him ;  and  the 
jury,  by  the  verdict  which  they  returned,  having,  in  fact, 
found  that  there  was  no  legal  imprisonment.  In  Tribe  and 
anoiier,  assignees  ofBurchallt  a  bankrupt,  v.  Webber  (a), 
it  was  held,  that  the  imprisonment  must  be  continuous, 
in  order  to  constitute  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  Barnard 
▼•  Palmer  (&)  was  a  decision  to  the  same  effect.  The  act 
must  be  strictly  construed :  Sims  v.  Simpson  (e). 

/£.  F.  Richards^  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  argument 
on  the  10th  section  was  favourable  to  the  plaintiff,  because 
it  was  said,  that  in  order  to  entitle  a  person  to  petition 
the  Court,  he  must  have  been  within  the  walls  of  a  prison 
for  fourteen  days ;  but  subsequently,  when  the  mode  of 
dbposing  of  the  property  was  provided,  the  "  arrest,  or 
other  commencement  of  the  imprisonment,"  was  men- 
tioned, and  the  arrest  therefore  must  be  considered  to  be 
the  commencement  of  the  imprisonment.  The  Slst  sec- 
tion rendered  invalid  a  distress  for  more  than  one  year's 
rent,  after  the  "arrest  or  other  commencement  of  the 
imprisonment "  of  any  person  who  should  petition  the 
Court  for  his  discharge  from  "  such  imprisonment."  The 
S2nd  section  has  not  these  words,  but  they  must  over- 
ride all  the  sections  which  applied  only  to  the  distribution 
of  the  property  of  insolvents.  Supposing,  however,  that 
the  arrest  was  not  an  imprisonment  within  the  meaning  of 

(a)  Willes,  464.  (6)  1  Camp.  509.  (c)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  306. 
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1837-        this  act,  it  clearly  was  so  at  common  law.     The  case  ia 
^^^^         Campbell,  which  has  been  cited,  difFered  from  the  present ; 
«.  but  there  was  one  alluded  to  in  the  argument  in  that  case, 

which  was  exactly  in  point.  He  referred  to  Rose  ▼. 
Green  {a).  The  wrongful  act  of  the  sheriff  could  not 
affect  the  case ;  and  although  for  certain  purposes  the 
imprisonment  was  not  good,  yet  the  prisoner  must,  in 
fact,  be  taken  to  be  under  such  legal  control  as  amounted 
to  an  imprisonment  within  the  particular  section  of  this 
statute  under  which  the  rule  was  obtained. 

Cur.  adv.  Tult. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — The  principal  question  raised  in  this 
ease  for  our  consideration,  turns  upon  the  proper  con- 
struction to  be  put  upon  the  34th  section  of  the  general 
Insolvent  Act,  which  limits  the  time  after  which  no  one 
shall  avail  himself  of  any  execution  upon  a  judgment 
signed  under  a  warrant  of  attorney  or  a  cognovit  ae- 
iionem,  given  by  a  prisoner  who  petitions  under  that 
statute.  The  words  of  that  section  are,  that  no  person 
shall  avail  himself  of  such  execution  "  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  imprisonment  of  such  prisoner."  On 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  is  contended  that  the  arrest  of 
the  debtor  is,  within  the  meaning  of  this  section,  the  com- 
mencement of  his  imprisonment ;  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant, it  is  on  the  other  hand  contended,  that,  looking 
at  the  whole  act,  **  the  commencement  of  his  imprison- 
ment" is  the  first  moment  of  the  debtor's  being  actually 
committed  to  the  walls  of  the  prison,  from  which  momeot 
hh  right  to  petition  under  the  statute  takes  its  commence- 
ment. If  the  answer  to  this  question  had  depended  upon 
the  34th  section  alone,  there  would  have  been  little  diffi- 

(a)  I  Burr.  437. 
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eulty  in  the  case.    The  words  themselves  in  their  natural 
sense  import  the  being  actually  in  prison ;  and  such  con-         » 
stniction  of  the  word  imprisonment  appears  to  be  war*  '• 

ranted  by  reference  to  the  10th  section  of  the  act,  which 
describes  the  persons  who  shall  be  capable  of  taking  the 
benefit  of  the  act,  as  **  persons  in  actual  custody  within 
the  walls  of  any  prison  ;*'  and  still  more,  by  reference  to 
the  ISth  section,  which  expressly  enacts  that  the  statute 
shall  not  extend  to  any  person  **  who  shall  not  be  at  the 
time  of  filing  hb  petition,  and  during  all  the  proceedings 
thereon,  in  actual  custody  within  the  walls  of  the  prisoti, 
without  any  intermission  of  such  imprisonment.  And  it 
is  a  further  argument  in  favour  of  thb  construction  of  the 
section,  that  the  actual  imprisonment  of  the  debtor  within 
the  walls  of  the  prison,  is  a  fact  that  may  well  be  pre- 
sumed to  be  notorious  to  his  creditors,  after  which,  any 
creditor  holding  a  warrant  of  attorney,  must  be  considered 
as  taking  proceedings  thereon  at  his  own  peril :  whereas, 
the  precise  time  of  the  actual  arrest  of  the  debtor  may  be 
often  a  fact  involved  in  obscurity  and  uncertainty.  The 
difficulty,  however,  arises  from  the  introduction  of  the 
word  "  arrest,"  in  sections  30  and  31.  The  30th  section 
(^hich  contains  the  provision  as  to  the  insolvent  having 
goods  in  his  possession,  order,  or  disposition,  by  the  con- 
Sent  of  the  true  owner),  begins  by  enacting,  that  if  any 
person  who  shall  petition  for  his  discharge  from  imprison- 
ment under  the  act,  **  shall,  at  the  time  of  his  arrest,  or 
oihet  commencement  of  such  imprisonment^^  by  the  consent 
of  the  true  owner,  have  in  his  possession,  &c.  And  the 
plaintiff  contends,  and  we  think  justly  contends,  that  the 
statute  does  not  in  this  instance  expressly  declare  that 
the  arrest  of  a  person  is  one  of  the  modes  by  which  hb 
imprisonment  may  be  commenced.  And  again,  the  SIst 
lect.  gives  room  for  the  same  observation ;  as  it  contains 
provisions  with  respect  to  distresses  for  rent  made  *'  after 


60  CASES  ON  POINTS  OF  PRACTICE,  C.  P. 

1837*        the  arrest  or  other  commencement  of  the  imprisonment  of 
Yapp         ^^^  person  who  shall  petition  under  the  act." 
_      «•  That  in  each  of  these  two  sections,  and  for  the  purposes 

Harrington.  .1.1  .  ,  n    %  .  , 

contamed  in  these  sections,  the  arrest  of  the  prisoner  is 
made  the  limit  of  time,  after  which  certain  consequences, 
therein  respectively  specified,  are  to  follow,  must,  as  we 
think,  be  admitted;  nay,  further,  it  must  be  admitted  also, 
that  the  arrest  of  the  prisoner  is  one  of  the  modes  by 
which  his  imprisonment  may  be  commenced  for  the  pur- 
poses of  these  sections.  Whether  the  insertion  of  the 
word  *'  arrest,'*  as  one  of  the  modes  of  the  commencement 
of  the  imprisonment  of  the  debtor,  in  the  30th  and  SIst 
sections,  and  the  omission  of  that  word  in  the  34th,  the 
section  now  under  consideration,  arose  from  inaccuracyi 
or  from  any  intended  distinction  with  respect  to  the  sub- 
ject-matter in  those  respective  sections,  may  be  the  subject 
of  some  doubt,  though  it  certainly  is  very  diflScult  to  see 
any  reason  for  any  such  intended  distinction.  And,  upon 
the  whole,  we  think  the  proper  construction  of  these  sec- 
tions is,  that  where  the  actual  imprisonment  within  the 
four  walls  of  the  prison  follows  upon  the  arrest,  as  one 
continuous  act,  within  the  usual  time  allowed  and  required 
by  law  and  the  course  of  practice,  then  the  arrest  shall  be 
taken  to  be  the  commencement  of  the  imprisonment;  but 
when,  after  the  arrest  is  made,  any  delay  not  sanctioned 
by  the  due  course  of  law  takes  place  before  the  actual 
commitment  of  the  defendant  to  prison,  such  as  by  the 
favour  of  the  plaintiff,  or  the  negligent  or  permissive  es* 
cape  of  the  prisoner,  or  any  other  cause  of  the  same 
nature,  then,  not  the  arrest,  but  the  actual  coming  within 
the  walls  of  the  prison  is,  within  the  meaning  of  the  sta- 
tute, the  commencement  of  such  imprisonment.  For,  we 
think  great  uncertainty  might  arise  as  to  the  right  of  cre- 
ditors, and  the  vaUdity  of  transactions,  honest  in  them- 
selves, if  they  were  made  to  depend  upon  the  happening 
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of  events  of  which  the  creditors  had  no  notice;  and  in  the 
particular  case,  it  would  seem  to  be  unreasonable  that  an 
execution  under  a  warrant  of  attorney,  for  anything  that 
appears  to  the  contrary,  given  bond  Jide,  and  for  a  va- 
luable consideration,  should  be  held  to  be  voidable  where 
it  was  completed  before  the  actual  imprisonment  of  the 
debtor,  because  such  execution  was  not  executed  until 
after  the  original  arrest  made,  in  a  case  where  the  in- 
solvent was  not  committed  to  actual  imprisonment  in  the 
county  gaol  until  after  an  unreasonable  and  unjustifiable 
delay.  And  this  circumstance  it  is  which  appears  to  us  to 
distinguish  the  present  case  from  that  of  Stevens  v.  Jack" 
son  and  others  (a),  in  which  case  the  delay  of  a  week  be* 
tween  the  arrest  of  the  bankrupt  in  his  own  house  and 
his  committal  to  prison,  was  accounted  for  <'  by  his  having 
been  arrested  in  bed,  dangerously  ill,  and  incapable  of 
being  removed;"  during  all  which  interval  the  bailiff's  fol- 
lower kept  the  key  of  his  house.  Such  a  delay  may  well 
have  been  considered  as  reasonable  under  the  circum- 
stances, the  duty  of  the  officer,  as  observed  by  Mr.  Justice 
Heath,  even  where  the  prisoner  is  taken  in  execution, 
being  only  to  carry  him  to  prison  **  within  reasonable 
time."  But, in  the  present  case,  the  arrest  of  the  in- 
solvent at  Cheltenham  takes  place  on  the  5th  of  Novem- 
ber, and  the  commitment  to  Gloucester  gaol  is  delayed 
until  the  12th ;  and  in  the  interval  it  is  expressly  found 
by  the  jury,  that  he  was  in  custody,  **  not  of  the  sheriff's 
officer,  but  of  a  friend  of  the  sheriff's  officer,"  without 
any  excuse  suggested  for  the  delay. 

We  cannot,  therefore,  consider  this  intervening  impri- 
sonment as  a  legal  imprisonment,  continuing  from  the 
first  arrest;  and  on  that  account  we  think  the  arrest  was 
not  in  this  case  the  commencement  of  the  imprisonment 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act;  and  that  the  execution 

(a)  1  Marsh.  469. 


02  CASE0  ny  roniTt  or  p&acticb,  c.  p. 

1 W-  baTing  been  eonpleCed  befiire  the  inaoiveiit  was  actnaHy 
eoBHokted  to  the  county  gaol,  it  is  not  avoided  onder  tbe 
34th  sectiooi  as  an  ezccotion  after  the  ^qmm— j^fifnf  of 
the  imprisonment  of  the  insolvent. 

Rale  discharged. 


Doe  (L  Peach  a.  Roe. 

[H^l^iM^oa  Jo UTT mowed  for  judgnent  against  the  casnal  ejector. 

ckimtioH  ia  There  were  seventeen  tenants,  but,  as  to  one*  there  was  a 

I^^^^^X^  nusnomer,  and  he  moved  for  judgment  ss  against  sixteen 

rifj^ymmed  ^^niy^    The  real  name  of  one  of  the  tenants  was  Dslev.  bot 

IB  nt  own  iM>-     ,  ^ 

tSccbsdUent;  io  one  of  the  copies  of  the  notice,  served  on  one  of  the 
^^temtiM^   Others,  he  was  called  Ekley. 

dieBOBcora 
tMWDt  Id  the 


TmoAL,  C.  J. — It  is  almost  idem  «oiian&    Yoo  swear 

0B  the  odwn  if 

iniBatcriai, it     to  his  being  the  same  man? 

Winf  iwoni 
that  the  MOM 

pmoDitmcttit.      Bmii.—The  aflSdavit  is  to  that  effect    The  Christian 

name  of  one  of  the  other  tenants  is  Daniel,  and  in 
the  copy  of  the  notice  served  on  him  be  is  correctly 
named.  In  a  copy  served  on  another,  however,  he  is 
called  Robert.  There  is  a  third  tenant,  named  Jesse  Smle 
Cooper;  a  similar  mistake  has  occorred  in  this  instance 
by  the  omission  of  the  word  Sale.  In  another  case,  a 
man  named  Triplow  is  correctly  named  in  his  own  notice, 
but  in  that  of  another  he  is  called  Triploe. 

Tin  DAL,  C.  J.— I  think  that  will  do.  The  differeooe 
in  the  copies  served  on  the  other  tenants  is  not  material, 
80  long  as  each  person  is  rightly  named  io  his  own  notict, 
and  it  is  sworn  that  the  same  person  is  referred  ta 

Rulegaaated. 
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I8d7. 

CuNLiFFE  t.  Whitehead. 

XHIS  was  an  action  brought  to  recover    1500/.,   the  AdtcUntioii 
amount  of  a  bill  of  exchange  accepted  by  the  defendant,  to  ha?e  been 
The  fourth  and  fifth  counts  of  the  declaration  alleged,  "Jwn^^a^;;^^ 
that  William  Fraser  made  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing.  «nt  topaj' 

^  ^     1500/.  to  him  or 

and  directed  it  to  the  defendant,  requiring  him  to  pay  to  hii  order,  in- 
him  or  order  1500/.  for  value  received,  thirty  days  after  s.  &  cafud  by 
date :  that  Frazer  indorsed  the  bill  to  Salomonson,  Frazer,  ***•?  ^}*f^ 

'  11.  1  to  the  plaintiff, 

and  Co.,  and  they  *'  dehvered  the  same  to  the  plaintiff."  \%  bad,  ai  not 
To  this  there  was  a  general  demurrer.  in  aie°piadntiff 


in  the  plaintiff 
to  lue. 


Crompion,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  allegation 
that  the  bill  was  '*  delivered  to  the  plaintiff"  is  not  good,  as 
it  does  not  shew  a  sufficient  title  in  him  to  enable  him  to 
sue.  In  Bayley  on  Bills  (a)  it  is  said,  ''  Bills  and  notes  are 
assigned,  either  by  delivery  only,  or  by  indorsement  and 
delivery.  Whilst  payable  to  order  they  are  assignable  by 
the  latter  mode  only;  if  payable  originally  to  bearer,  or  if 
indorsed,  as  they  may  be,  so  as  to  be  payable  to  the  bearer, 
by  either.''  Bills,  therefore,  can  pass  by  delivery  only 
under  peculiar  circumstances,  and  otherwise  they  must 
pass  by  indorsement.  The  bill,  if  indorsed  generally  to 
Salomonson  and  Co.,  might  pass  by  deUvery,  but  if  it  is  so, 
that  should  be  shewn.  The  case  of  Clark  v.  Pigot  (b)  is 
not  law  now,  and  bare  delivery  will  not  pass  a  bill. 

BompaSf  Serjt,  in  support  of  the  declaration. — This 
is  one  of  the  cases  arising  out  of  the  new  rules.  There 
are  two  kinds  of  indorsement — a  general  and  a  qualified 
indorsement  The  first  is  a  mere  indorsement  by  writing 
the  name ;  tbe  other  may  be  done  in  many  ways.  The 
special  indoraeinent  is  qualified ;  the  general  indorsement 

(a)  5th  edit.,  p.  421.  (6)  Salk.  126. 


CuNLim 
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18d7.        is  an  open  one.    The  rule  of  T.  T.  1  Will.  4  {a),  sets  out 
the  fonn,   "  and  the  defendant  then  and  there  indorsed 
9.  the  same  to  the  plaintiff."    That  is  the  form  of  an  open  in- 

dorsement.    We  may  add  to  it  if  there  be  any  special  cir- 
cumstancesi  but  we  can  take  nothing  from  it 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — You  have  not  said  "  then  and  there  in- 
dorsed the  same  to  the  plaintiff"  only,  but  then  and  there 
indorsed  the  same  to  Salomonson,  Fraser,  &  Co. 

BompaSf  Serjt. — The  question  is,  whether  that  is  a  ge- 
neral indorsement ;  for  the  indorsement  given  in  the  new 
rules  is  not  special. 

Vauohan,  J. — ^Then  why  not  have  alleged  that  it  was 
an  open  indorsement? 

BampaSf  Serjt. — Because  then  it  would  have  been 
said  that  we  had  no  consideration  from  Fraser.  The  bill 
was  drawn  payable  to  Fraser  or  order.  He  was  there- 
fore bound  to  indorse  it,  and  he  did  so  to  Salomonson  & 
Co.  We  must  make  out  our  title  under  theirs,  and  that 
is  by  delivery,  the  indorsement  being  open. 

TtNDAL,  C.  J. — If  you  shew  that  what  appears  on  the 
record  gives  you  title  to  sue  in  your  own  name,  you  will 
gain  your  point.  The  declaration  alleges  indorsement  to 
the  plaintiff  in  all  cases. 

Bampas,  Serjt. — When  I  am  to  derive  my  title  from 
a  general  statement,  it  is  unnecessary  to  negative  that.  If 
it  is  a  general  indorsement  to  Salomonson,  Fraser,  &  Co., 
I  have  my  title.  If  I  had  denied  that  it  was  a  special  in- 
dorsement, I  must  have  denied  that  it  was  qualified  in  any 

(fl)  Ante,  Vol.1,  p.  no. 
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way.  The  form  of  a  special  indorsement  would  have  been*  1837* 
"  pay  to  the  order  of  Salomonson,  Fraser,  &  Co. ;"  and  if  ^^^^  ^ 
the  plaintiff  had  alleged  a  special  indorsement,  he  must  «- 

have  said  that  it  was  indorsed  to  be  paid  to  the  order  of 
Salomonson,  Fraser,  &  Co.  Peacock  v.  li/iodes(a)  decides 
that  title  passes  by  delivery,  if  the  indorsement  he  open. 
Itord  ' Mansfield  said  there  in  his  judgment:  "  I  sec  no 
difference  between  a  note  indorsed  in  blank  and  one  pay- 
able to  bearer.  They  both  go  by  delivery,  and  possession 
proves  property  in  both  cases.'*  The  second  point  is, 
whether  the  indorsement  is  not  open  and  general.  The 
indorsement  is  general  from  Fraser  to  Salomonson  &  Co. 
and  we,  who  are  only  bankers,  take  it  generally  from 
them.  The  words  of  the  indorsement  shew  it  to  be  open, 
and  not  restrictive.  Before  the  new  rules  we  could  have 
recovered,  and  the  practice  is  not  now  altered. 

Cromplon,  in  reply. — The  question  is,  whether  the  plain- 
tiff must  not  shew  the  bill  to  be  in  that  peculiar  state  in 
which  it  could  pass  by  delivery,  and  I  do  not  apprehend 
that  the  new  rules  come  at  all  in  question.  The  plaintiff 
has  not  shewn  the  bill  to  be  in  the  state  required  in  order 
to  pass  by  delivery,  and  the  demurrer  must  therefore  be 
considered  good. 

TiNDAL,  C.J. — I  think,  whatever  may  be  the  construc- 
tion to  be  put  on  the  new  rules,  that  it  is  clear  they 
were  never  intended  to  effect  any  alteration  in  the  law 
merchant  of  this  country,  or  to  make  a  bill,  which  could 
before  pass  by  actual  indorsement  only,  now  pass  by  deli- 
very. The  question  is  as  to  the  position  of  the  bill.  The 
action  is  brought  against  the  acceptor  of  the  bill,  and  it  ii 
made  payable  to  Fraser*  It  is  clear  that  it  requires  an 
indorsement  by  him  before  it  is  made  pa}  able  to  any  other 
person.     The  declaration  then  alleges  that  he  indorsed  it 

ia)  2  Douglas,  633. 
VOL.  VI.  F  D.  P.  C. 
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1837.         to  Salomonson  &  Co.    Now,  let  us  pause  at  this  allegation 
CuNLiFFK      ^^  ^^^  indorsement.    The  time  was  when  it  was  considered 

»• that  it  would  not  pass  by  a  subsequent  indorsement,  and 

certainly  not  by  delivery  ;  but  the  case  of  Edie  and  another 
y.  The  East  India  Company  (a),  settled  that  a  subsequent 
indorsement,  when  the  word  ''  order"  is  omitted,  makes  it 
so  transferrable.  So  it  is  quite  clear  that  a  bill  being 
payable  to  A.  or  his  order,  he  may  indorse  it  to  B.,  and  B. 
to  C,  and  so  on  toties  quoties.  Now  the  question  is, 
whether  the  bill  having  been  indorsed  to  Salomonson  & 
Co.,  we  can  consider  it  otherwise  than  as  an  indorsement 
by  name.  I  think  not,  and  if  so,  a  third  party  cannot  de- 
rive a  title  to  sue  in  his  own  name  without  an  indorsement 
from  them.  It  appears  to  me,  on  looking  at  the  new  rules, 
that  the  plaintiff  has  not  followed  the  suggestion  there 
given,  for,  all  the  indorsements  are  there  set  out.  At  all 
events,  he  has  left  the  matter  quite  equivocal.  The 
plaintiff  has  no  right  to  leave  it  so,  and  call  on  the  other 
party  to  state  some  fact  to  take  away  his  right  of  suing. 

Park,  J. — In  the  form  given  by  the  new  rules  the  transfer 
is  always  stated  to  be  by  indorsement,  and  I  cannot  see  why 
the  count  should  vary  merely  because  there  is  something 
behind  which  will  prevent  one  party  from  suing  in  the 
name  of  another. 

Vauohan,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  do  not 
think  the  object  of  the  rules  was  to  alter  the  law  as  re- 
gards bills  of  exchange.  The  simple  question  here  is, 
whether  this  is  a  blank,  or  a  special  or  restrictive  indorse- 
ment. On  reading  the  declaration,  it  certainly  appears 
to  me  to  be  a  special  indorsement ;  but  if  it  is  equivocal, 
the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  explain  it  I  think,  therefore,  the 
plaintiff  fails  in  shewing  his  title  through  Salomonson 
&Co. 

(a)  Burr.  1224. 


Whitbhbad. 
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CoLTMANy  J. — ^The  question  turns  upon  what  is  th€  1B37* 
meaning  of  the  allegation  that  Frasef  indorsed  the  bill  "  ' 
to  Salomonson  &  Co.  That  may  be  that  Eraser  wrote  his  _  «. 
name  only,  or  that  he  indorsed  it  payable  to  the  order  of 
Salomonson  &  Co.  It  seems  rather  to  point  to  a  special 
indorsement ;  but  at  any  rate  I  cannot  agree  that  it  is  any 
thing  else  but  equirocal.  Then  it  stands  undecided 
whether  the  indorsement  was  in  such  a  position  as  that 
the  bill  would  pass  by  delivery.  If  the  Court  had  gone 
on  to  say  that  it  was  indorsed  to  the  plaintiflT,  then  the 
title  would  have  been  sufficient  to  enable  him  to  sue,  for 
whether  it  was  a  simple  or  a  special  indorsement  it  would 
still  shew  a  good  title.  The  nature  of  the  indorsement, 
however,  being  equivocal,  it  does  not  shew  such  a  title  as 
would  pass  by  delivery,.and  the  plaintiff  having  alleged  no 
title,  cannot  proceed. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


Broogref  f7.  Hawke. 

fF  AMES  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  pro-  A  cause  being 
thonotary  should  not  be  directed  to  review  his  taxation  of  ^^J^  a'/Jdge, 
costs,  and  proceed  to  tax  them  on  the  usual  scale,  under  Di-  ""**  *  V^^}^\. 

,  ,  taken  for  119A, 

rections  to  Taxing  Officers,  H.  T.  4  Will.  4  {a),  the  sum  re-  »ubject  to  the 
covered  being  undergo/.  The  action  was  brought  to  recover  arbitrator,  and 
119/.,  and  on  the  case  corning  on  for  trial  before  Chief  {]jg/u"i*^uen^^^ 
Justice  Tindalf  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  full  amount  of  'y  reduced  by 
damages  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  subject  to  a  re-  k>w  201.,  the 
ference.      The   arbitrator,   by   his   award,   reduced   the  ^amh?8*certi. 
amount  of  damages  to  8/.  5^.,  and  an  application  was  made  ^****  ^***'  *^ 

1  .  "^  *  was  a  proper 

to  him  to  grant  his  certificate.     He,  however,  refused,  as  cause  to  be 
be  conceived  he  had  no  power,  the  cause  not  having  been  judge. 
tried,  and  the  plaintiff  was  therefore  driven  to  apply  to  the 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  486. 
f2 
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1837. 


Broogref 
Hawke. 


Court.  The  prothonotary  had  objected  to  tax  the  costs 
m  any  way  except  in  the  ordinary  course.  Th^  usual 
term  that  the  arbitrator  should  have  the  power  to  certify 
had  been  omitted  in  the  order  of  reference. 

Ellis  shewed  cause. — The  form  of  the  rule  was,  that 
the  prothonotary  should  reyicw  his  taxation.  There  had 
been  no  taxation,  but  the  prothonotary  had  not  taxed  the 
bill  There  was  no  certificate  that  the  cause  was  fit  to  be 
tried  at  Nisi  Prius. 

Wilde,  Serjt.,  and  James,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The 
prothonotary  had,  in  fact,  gone  through  the  bill,  although 
he  did  not  sign  it,  with  a  view  to  the  parties  coming  before 
the  Court.  Nokes  v.  Frasser  (a)  was  an  authority  to  shew 
that  the  cause  need  not  be  heard  throughout  by  the 
judge  in  order  toenable  him  to  certiry,and  Ivey  v.  Young(a) 
decided  that  the  certificate  might  be  given  at  any  time. 
The  Chief  Justice,  therefore,  might  certify'  now. 


TiNDAL,  C.  J. — I  will  certify. 


(a)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p,  339. 


Rule  accordingly. 
(b)  Ante,  Vol.  6,  p.  450. 


Semble,  diat 
Uie  proper 
means  of  taking 
advantage  of  an 
error  in  the  re- 
ciUi  of  (he  date 
of  the  writ  of 
summoni  in 
the  writ  of 
trial,  is  to  ap- 
ply to  the 
Court  to  amend 
tlie  record  at 
the  cost  of  the 
plaintiff. 


PerCIVAL  V.  CONNELL. 

tMAMES  sheyfeA  cause  against  a  rule  obtained  hy  ThamaSf 
which  called  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  tho  writ 
of  triul,  the  finding  of  the  jury,  and  all  subsequent  pr>- 
ceedings  in  this  action,  should  not  be  set  aside  for  irre- 
gularity, with  costs.  The  irregularity  was  the  mis-recital 
of  the  writ  of  summons  in  the  writ  of  trial,  the  date  of  it 
being  described  as  the  6th  July,  instead  of  the  S2nd  June, 
1836.  It  was  urged  that  this  was  an  objection  which 
should  have  been  taken  before.     The  trial  took  place  on 
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Tuesday,  33rd  May,  before  the  under-sheriff,  and  appli- 
cation was  made  to  the  Court  on  the  following  Saturday,      percival 
but  the  defendant  heard   nothing  of  it  until  the  next  v. 

Tuesday,  when,  at  nine  o'clock,  he  was  served  with  the 
present  rule,  being  at  the  time  quite  ready  to  tax  the  costs. 
James  cited  the  case  of  Whipple  v.  Manley  (a),  where 
it  was  held  that  the  record  was  conclusive  evidence  of  the 
facts  stated  in  it ;  and  if  a  wrong  date  had  been  inserted, 
the  proper  course  was  to  apply  to  the  Court  to  amend  the 
record  at  the  cost  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney.  The  form 
of  the  writ  of  trial  was  given  in  the  rule  of  H.T. 
4  Will.  4  (6). 

Thomas  said  that  he  had  moved  the  rule  on  the  autho- 
rity of  White  V.  Farrar  (e),  in  which  the  mis-statement  of 
the  date  of  the  writ  of  summons  in  the  writ  of  trial,  was 
held  to  vitiate  all  the  subsequent  proceedings,  and  a  ver- 
dict obtained  by  the  plaintiff  was  set  aside. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — It  is  a  question  whether  this  is  a  real 
defect.  There  is  a  distinction  between  this  case  and  that 
of  White  V.  Farrar.  There,  the  defendant  did  not  appear. 
We  will  suspend  this  rule,  in  order  to  give  the  plaintiff 
an  opportunity  of  making  a  motion  to  amend  the  record, 
on  payment  of  costs. 

Rule  accordingly. 

.     (a)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  100.  {h)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  330. 

(c)  2M.&W.288. 
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1837. 

Hunter  v.  Whitfield. 

Where  the  de-  TV.  H.  fFA  TSON  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  the  re- 
been  resident  versal  of  the  outlawry  of  the  defendant  without  costs. 
yeL«lt^Vhf "  The  affidavit  on  which  the  rule  had  been  obtained  stated, 
time  of  his  ^hat  the  defendant  had  been  residing  in  Calais  since  1832, 

being  outlawed,  ^  ^ 

and  it  is  only  and  that  since  he  had  been  living  there,  the  plaintiff  had 

port  of  an  ap-  obtained  from  him  a  statement  of  accounts,  which  having 

Tewe  hu  out^'  turned  out  to  be  incorrect,  proceedings  were  taken  against 

lawry  wiihout  ^jm  und  prosecuted  to  outlawry.     The  proceedings  were 

costs,  that  the  ,.       »  ,  ,         ,  f     */^  i 

pUintiffknew  Commenced  m  January,  and  were  completed  on  the  10th 
abroad,  and  that  May,  1836.  The  defendant  swore  that  he  was  not  aware 
a  person  in  Lon-  ^y^^^  proceedings  had  been  taken  until  his  return  to  Eng- 

don  received  an         ,      *  *»  o 

annuity  for  him,  land  in  the  present  year.     It  was  sworn  besides,  that  the 

have  given  in-  plaintiff  was  aware  of  his  living  abroad,  and  the  same  fact 

spMttng  hi'm,  ^^^  known  also  to  Mr.  Murray,   who  lived  in  Chancery 

the  Court  will  Lane,  and  from  whom  the  plaintiff  might  have  obtained 

reverse  the  out-  ^  *  " 

lawry  only  on     any  particulars  respecting  him ;  and  that  gentleman  was  in 

the  receipt  of  an  annuity  for  him.     The  case  of  Pigou  v. 
Drummond  (a)  was  relied  on. 

Crowder  shewed  cause  against  the  rule,  and  contended 
that  there  were  no  sufficient  grounds  shewn  for  the  rever- 
sal of  the  outlawry  without  costs.  The  usual  ground  for 
making  such  an  application  was  that  harassing  or  oppressive 
conduct  had  been  adopted  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 
Here,  there  was  no  suggestion  of  anything  of  the  kind,  and 
the  plaintiff  besides  swore  that  he  had  not  been  acquainted 
with  the  defendant's  address  for  three  years,  and  that  he 
believed  he  had  employed  some  other  person  than  Murray 
as  an  agent. 

Tin  DAL,  C.  J. — The  general  rule  is,  where  a  party  ap- 
plies to  set  aside  an  outlawry  he  pays  costs,  and  if  not  he 

(a)  1  Biog.  N.  C.  354. 
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must  shew  a  case  of  oppression.    How  could  the  plaintiff        1837. 
proceed  unless  in  the  manner  he  has  ?  „ 


1V»  H.  Watson  urged  that  some  steps  should  ha?e  been 
taken  to  obtain  an  appearance  for  the  defendant.  The 
fact  of  the  defendant's  living  abroad  was  admitted  to  be 
known  to  the  plaintiff.  The  case  of  Pigou  v.  Drummond 
was  parallel,  and  there,  the  Court  made  the  plaintiff  pay 
costs.  The  application  here,  however,  was  not  that  the 
plaintiff  should  pay  costs,  but  that  the  outlawry  should  be 
set  aside  without  costs. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — We  cannot  make  any  dbtinction  be- 
tween this  case  and  those  within  the  general  rule.  The 
rule  must  be  absolute,  but  on  the  usual  terms,  bail  to  be 
put  in  in  the  alternative. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 


V. 

WaiTriBLD. 


FiNLEYsoN  r.  M'Kenzie. 

jEL^JLLF  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  obtained  by  in  debt  against 
Wilde,  Serjt.,  for  entering  judgment  non  obstante  vere-  bii^J^exchan^e* 
dicto,  or  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  plea  defendant 

1  •         I  11  •  1    •  pleaded  pav- 

was  no  answer  to  the  action  beyond  the  sum  paid  into  ment  into  Court 
Court.  It  was  an  action  of  debt  on  a  bill  of  exchange  at  J*y^  rndjthathe 
three  months'  date  for  78/.  ISs.  6d.    The  defendant  plead-  ^"  notindebi- 

ifiii*  a  •         ^  ^^  beyond  that 

ed  that  he  had  paid  5L  os.  6d.  into  Court,  in  the  form  amount,  pur- 
given  by  17  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  4  Will.  4,  (Pleading  Rules),  form  gifen*by 
and  that  he  was  not  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  to  a  greater  ^  t'4  wm  4 
amount  than  that  sum.    The  plaintiff  replied,  takinfr  issue  (Pleading 

I-        11  .  t.  1  .  n^.l.      r..     Rules);  the 

on  the  allegation  that  no  more  than  the  sum  of  5/.  Ss.  6d.  plaintiff  took 
was  due.   The  jury  found  for  the  defendant.   The  ground  {^Uon  that*no 

more  wm  due; 
the  defendant  had  a  Terdict: — Heldt  that,  although  the  plea  might  ha?e  been  bad  on  apecial 
demurrer,  aa  contrary  to  the  mlet  of  H.  T.  4  Will.  4,  with  respect  to  such  actions,  yet  that  the 
phiintiff,  having  taken  issue  on  the  amount  really  due,  be  could  not  avail  himself  of  the  objection 
non  obstante  veredicto. 
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1837'         of  the  objection  to  the  plea  was,  that  although  by  rule  2, 
^^^  under  the  head  of  **  covenant  and  debt"  among  the  rules 

FiNLEYSON         ^  ^  ® 

V.  in  question,  the  plea  of  '^  nil  debet"  was  totally  abolished 

in  all  cases,  and  by  rule  4  under  the  same  head,  it  was 
directed  that  in  actions  on  bills  of  exchange  and  promis* 
sory  notes,  the  defendant  shall  deny  specifically  some 
particular  matter  of  fact  alleged  in  the  declaration,  or 
plead  specially  in  confession  or  avoidance,  the  defendant 
had  in  fact  pleaded  that  he  was  never  indebted  to  the 
plaintiff  beyond  the  sum  admitted  in  the  plea.  Kelly 
submitted,  that  as  he  had  followed  the  form  of  payment 
into  Court  given  by  the  rules  in  question  (a),  and  there 
was  no  limitation  as  to  the  cases  in  which  that  form 
should  be  applied,  nothing  prevented  its  adoption  by 
the  defendant  in  this  case.  The  form  given  contem- 
plated the  application  of  this  plea  to  the  action  of  debt. 
As  the  defendant  in  paying  money  into  Court  was  com- 
pelled to  adopt  this  form  of  plea,  if  he  desired  to  dispute 
any  liability  beyond  the  sum  paid  into  Court,  there  was 
no  ground  for  objecting  to  its  adoption. 

Wilde,  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended  that  by 
the  form  of  plea  which  the  defendant  had  adopted,  he  had 
in  fact  produced  that  mischief  which  it  was  the  object  of 
the  rules  in  question  to  prevent.  The  plea  admitted  the 
drawing  and  accepting  the  bill,  which  prima  facie  import- 
ed a  sufficient  consideration.  He  could  not  therefore  be 
allowed,  under  his  plea,  to  impeach  the  allegations  in  the 
declaration  which  he  had  admitted.  If  he  were  allowed 
to  do  this,  the  plaintiff  might  be  taken  by  surprise  with 
respect  to  the  nature  of  the  defence  on  which  he  intended 
to  rely. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — This  plea  upon  special  demurrer  might 
have  been  bad,  because,  except  as  to  the  5L  Ss.  6dl,  it  is  a 

(6)  Ante,  Vol  2,  p.  320. 


M'Kkmzib. 
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plea  of  the  general  issue,  which  the  new  rules  have  in  such         1837. 
a  case  abolished.  The  plaintiff,  however,  has  taken  issue  on  '     " 

PiMLEYBON 

the  allegation,  that  no  more  than  the  sum  paid  into  Court  _  «. 
was  due.  On  this  issue  he  has  proceeded  to  triaL  Now, 
in  Rawlins  %  Another  v.  Dancers  (a),  it  was  held,  that 
if  to  debt  by  the  sheriff  on  a  bail  bond,  the  defendant 
pleads  nil  debet,  and  the  plaintiff  does  not  demur,  but 
takes  issue  on  it,  it  lets  the  defendant  into  any  defence 
which  he  can  prove.  That  case  is  like  the  present.  I  am 
therefore  of  opinion  that  the  present  rule  ought  to  be  dis- 
charged. 

Park,  J.,  Vaughan,  J.,  and  Coltman,  J.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged, 
(a)  5  Esp.  38. 


Croft  v.  Miller. 

mSoMPAS^  Serjt.,  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  ob«  a  writ  of  in- 
tained  by  Wilde,  Serjt,  for  reviewing  the  prothonotary's  J^j^^of  wTeniJIit 
taxation,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  improperly  disallowed  ^or  unliquidated 

damages  is 

the  plaintiff**s  full  costs  on  a  writ  of  inquiry.     It  was  an  within  the  Di- 
action  of  covenant  for  unliquidated  damages;  the  defend-  TaziD^Offlcera 
ant  had  suffered  judgment  by  default,  and  the  jury  had  J^  ^*  Tlibi^'"* 
assessed  the  damages  at  a  sum  not  exceeding  20/.    The  reduced  scale  of 
prothonotary  taxed  the  plaintiff**s  costs  on  the  reduced 
scale  provided  by  the  Directions  to  Taxing  Officers  (/i). 
This  mode  of  taxation,  it  was  now  contended,  was  the  pro- 
per one,  and  the  cases  of  HooppeU  v.  Leigh  (6),  and  So* 
vage  V.  lApscome  (c),  were  cited. 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  485.  (6)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  40. 

(c)  Ibid.  p.  385. 
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1837*  Wilde f  Serjt.,  contended  that  the  directions  in  question 

did  not  apply  to  writs  of  inquiry,  in  actions  of  covenant  for 
unliquidated  danoages.  The  8  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  i2,  s.  17,  which 
provided  the  writ  of  trial,  did  not  apply  to  actions  for  un- 
liquidated damages.  Although  the  action  of  covenant 
would  be  comprised  within  the  words  ''  any  action"  in  the 
statute,  and  *' covenant"  was  mentioned  in  the  rule,  the 
intention  of  the  Courts  could  not  have  been,  that  in  an 
action  for  unliquidated  damages,  where  many  diflScult 
questions  might  arise,  the  inferior  scale  of  costs  only 
should  be  allowed. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Per  Curiam. — ^We  have  consulted  the  other  Judges, 
and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  present  rule  must  be  made 
absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 
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COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER. 

ifVticj^aelmas  ^emt) 


IN  THE  HRST  YEAR  OF  THE  REIGN  OF  VICTORIA. 


CUEYERS  V.  PaRKINGTON.  ^^• 

Assumpsit  by  indorsee  against  drawer  of  a  bill  of  in  an  action  bj 
exchange.    The  first  count  stated  the  making  of  the  bill,  JT^wTTofTwir 
the  indorsement  to  the  defendant,  and  that  the  acceptor  ^[  c^Jj^ng^* 

'^  the  declaration 

did  not  pay  the  bill,  although  the  same  was  presented  to  contained  a 
him  on  the  day  when  it  became  due ;  of  which  the  de-  buiandonan 
fendant  had  notice.      Then  followed  a  count  on  an  ac-  "S^*  *^' 

witB  one  pro* 

count  Stated,  and  *'  that  the  defendant,  in  consideration  ™>m  to  pay  lAe 

last-meiUiotttd 

of  the  premises  respectively,  then  promised  to  pay  the  ttveraimomet 
last-mentioned  several  monies  on  request :  yet  the  defend-  jbr^i^dnt 
ant  had  disregarded  his  promise,  and  had  not  paid  the  ^.^!"^'^' 
same  or  any  part  thereof.'*    Special  demurrer  to  the  first  on  the  ground 
count,  assigning  for  cause  that  no  promise  to  pay  the  bill  no  promise  to 
was  aUeged  in  the  declaration.  Se'  Sirth" 

Court  set  aside 

Rn  V.  Richards  having  obtained  a  rule  to  set  aside  the  as  fH^oious. 
demurrer  as  frivolous, 

WighimoM  shewed  cause* — A  demurrejr  caimot  be  con- 
sidered as  frivolous,  if  it  raises  a  fair  point  for  argument. 
Henry  v.  Burbidge  (o)  decided  that  if  a  declaration  by  in- 
dorsee against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  do  not  allege  a  pro- 
mise to  pay,  it  is  bad  on  special  demurrer.  There,  the 
promise  alleged  waa  the  same  aa  in  the  yjr^^ent  cf^e. 


{a)  2  Hodgeii  16 ;  S.  C.  ante.  Vol.  5,  p.  484. 
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1837.        though  there  the  declaration  also  contained  a  count  for 

^  goods  sold.   This  would  be  an  inconvenient  mode  of  taking 

«•  the  opinion  of  the  Court  upon  a  matter  specially  de- 

Pareington.  ,  , 

murred  to. 

Parke,  J. — If  there  was  the  least  ground  for  argument, 
you  should  have  the  benefit  of  it ;  but  as  the  declaration 
contains  but  one  sum  besides  the  amount  of  the  bill,  the 
promise  in  terms  applies  to  both  counts.  The  rule  must 
be  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


AiTMAN  f?.  Conway. 

It  u  not  irregu-  ON  the  26th  October,  before  three  o'clock  in  the  after- 
raie^o^pield*  woon,  the  plaintiff  entered  his  rule  to  plead,  and  at  six 
before  lervice      o'clock  in  the  evening  of  the  same  day  served  the  defen* 

of  notice  of  de-  _         , 

cUntion,  pro-  dant  with  a  notice  of  declaration.  On  the  31st  October^ 
tice  of  decora-  ^^  plaintiff  signed  judgment  for  want  of  a  plea,  and  on 
tion  be  wrv^     ^^  jg^  November  levied  under  a  writ  of  execution.   On  the 

on  M«  f  oflM  day* 

4th  November  a  summons  to  set  aside  the  judgment  and 
execution  was  taken  out  before  Bollandy  B.,  at  chambers^ 
returnable  on  the  6th,  the  5th  being  Sunday.  The  learned 
judge  referred  it  to  Master  Walker,  who  certified  that  the 
rule  to  plead  could  not  be  entered  until  after  declaration 
filed  and  notice  given.  No  order  having  been  made  by 
the  learned  Judge, 

Chandless  now  made  a  similar  motion,  and  relied  on 
Bennett  v.  Smith  (a),  in  which  it  was  held  that  a  notice  of 
declaration  must  be  served  previously  to  filing  a  rule  to 
plead. 

it.  V.  Richards  shewed  cause,  and  objected  that  the 

(a)  Ante,  Vol  5,  p.  353. 
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application  was  too  late.  The  case  fell  within  the  rule  1837. 
laid  down  in  Hinton  v.  Stevens  (a),  where  it  was  held  that 
an  objection  to  a  notice  of  declaration  on  the  ground  of 
variance  from  the  writ  must  be  taken  within  four  days 
from  the  time  of  serving  the  notice^  and  that  an  interme- 
diate Sunday  counts  as  one  of  those  days. 

Parke,  B. — There  the  objection  was  in  the  nature  of  a 
plea  in  abatement  for  a  misnomer.  We  think  this  appli- 
cation in  time. 

Richards. — Then,  as  to  the  other  point,  there  is  no  proof 
the  rule  to  plead  was  entered  before  the  notice  of  declara* 
tion  was  served.  It  is  true  a  prsecipe  was  given  before  the 
oflSce  closed  at  three  o'clock ;  but  the  rule  may  not  have 
been  actually  entered  until  long  afterwards.  [Parke^  B. — 
The  officer  says  the  instruction  to  enter  the  rule  is  tanta- 
mount to  entering  it.  In  Tidd's  Practice  (6)  it  is  said, 
that  a  rule  to  plead  may  be  entered  on  a  praecipe  with  the 
clerk  of  the  rules  in  the  King's  Bench,  or  secondaries 
in  the  Common  Pleas,  at  any  time  after  the  delivery  or 
filing  notice  of  the  declaration.]  It  appears  from  inquiry 
at  the  Masters'  Office  in  the  King's  Bench  that  the  prac- 
tice has  always  been  to  enter  the  rule  to  plead  on  the  same 
day  that  the  notice  of  declaration  is  served.  If  it  were 
not  so,  the  consequence  would  be,  that  the  defendant 
would  have  an  extension  of  the  time  within  which  he  is  to 
plead.  Bennett  V.Smith  does  not  apply  to  the  present 
case.  There,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  lived  at 
Liverpool,  and  consequently  could  not  receive  the  notice 
of  declaration  until  the  day  after  the  rule  to  plead  was 
entered. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  stated  that  they  had  sent  to  in- 
quire the  practice  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  and  the 

(6)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  283.  (c)  Vol.  1,  p.  474,  ed.  9. 
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1837*  officers  reported  that  they  considered  the  judgment  in  the 
present  case  regular.  It  was  the  constant  practice  there 
to  enter  the  rule  to  plead  on  the  same  day  the  notice  of 
declaration  was  given. 

Park£3« — If  the  two  acts  be  done  on  the  same  day,  the 
Court  will  not  inquire  at  what  time  of  the  day  they  are 
done.  This  case  is  distinguishable  from  Bennett  ▼•  SmUk^ 
for  there,  the  rule  to  plead  must  have  been  entered  the  day 
before  the  defendant  received  any  notice  of  declaration. 

Alderson,  B. — It  is  better  to  adhere  to  the  practice. 
If  two  or  three  things  are  to  be  done  on  the  same  day, 
the  Court  will  presume  that  to  have  been  done  first  which 
ought  to  have  been  so  done. 

Rule  discharged,  without  costs. 


Lewis  v.  Alcock,  Esq. 
In  an  action  for    ^  HIS  was  an  action  against  the  slieriff  of  Surrey  for  a 

t'h^dlcuratiin  ^^^^  '^®'"^"  ^°  *  ^"*  ^^  ^^"  **^'*^*  '^^®  declaration 
bore  date  13th     was  dated  the  13th  July,  1837,  and  commenced  by  stating 

Victoria  having  that  ''  the  plaintiff,  in  the  seventh  year  of  the  reign  of 

JlJ^th'^nc^wd  o"'  Lord  the  late  King,  in  the  Court  of  our  said  Lord 

""v^^of  *  ""  *®  ^*'®  ^'"^'  liefore  the  King  himself  at  Westminster,  by 

Judgment  in  the  the  Consideration  and  judgment  of  the  same  Court,  reco- 

7th  year  of  the  ▼^I'^d  against  One  H.  GompertK,  as  well  a  certain  debt  of 

reign  of  the  late  4^;^  ^j^j^h  was  adjudged  to  the  plaintiff,  as  well  on  the 

Kingi  at  appear*  *»      ^  1  » 

ed  by  the  re-  occasiou  of  the  detaining  of  a  certain  debt  due  and  owing 
mainingin  the    ffom  the  said  H.  G.  to  the  plaintiff,  as  also  65/.  which  in 

ouf  JdTtordf  *"^  ^y  *®  *^™®  Court  was  adjudged  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
Ae  king,  before  ^{th  his  assent,  for  his  damages  by  him  sustained,  whereof 
self."    On  mo-    the  said  H.  G.  was  convicted,  as  by  the  record  and  pro^ 

tion  for  jadg- 

roent  on  production  of  the  record : — Htldf  no  variance. 
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eeedings  thereof  still  remaining  in  the  said  Court  of  our 
said  Lord  the  King^  be/ore  the  King  himself  at  Westmin- 
ster aforesaid^  will  more  fully  and  at  large  appear."  The 
defendant  pleaded,  ''  that  there  is  not  any  such  record  of 
the  said  supposed  recovery  in  the  declaration  mentioned 
remaining  in  the  said  Court  of  our  said  Lord  the  late  King 
before  the  King  himself/*  modo  et  formS.  Replication, 
*'  that  there  is  such  a  record  of  said  recovery  remaining  in 
the  said  Court  of  our  said  Lord  the  late  King,  before  the 
King  himself,  as  he,  the  plaintiff,  hath  above  in  his  said 
declaration  in  that  behalf  alleged.** 

Petersdorff  having  moved  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
for  judgment  on  production  of  the  record, 

Dowling  prayed  for  judgment  for  the  defendant,  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  such  record  as  that  alleged  in 
the  declaration.  The  declaration  referred  to  a  record  still 
remaining  in  the  Court  of  the  late  King,  whereas  it  ap- 
peared, from  the  date  of  the  declaration,  that  it  was  deli- 
vered in  the  reign  of  the  present  Queen.  The  record, 
when  produced,  would  not  verify  the  replication.  The 
averment  should  have  been  that  the  record  was  remaining 
in  the  Court  of  our  Lady  the  Queen. 

Alderson,  B. — The  only  question  is,  whether  there  is 
such  a  record  as  that  alleged  in  the  declaration,  and  I  am 
of  opinion  that  there  is  no  variance.  I  will  however  see 
what  the  rest  of  the  Court  think. 

In  the  course  of  the  morning,  his  Lordship  stated  that 
he  had  consulted  the  other  Judges  of  the  Court,  and  they 
coincided  with  him  in  opinion. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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Taylor  v.  Murray, 
A  jud^enton     X  HE  plaintiff  had  obtained  judgment  on  demurrer,  and 

demurrer  is  not    ,      ,     .  ,  .  n  .  -  i  i      « 

within  the  rule  had  given  due  notice  of  taxation  of  costs,  but  had  neg- 
quer*wWch*re-   ^^^^^^  ^^  deliver  a  bill  of  costs  as  required  by  the  rule  of 

quinltacopyof    thlS  Court  of  JVL  T.  I  Will.  4. 

the  hill  of  costs 

andaffldaTitof 

deUveredtoUie  ^Ulcr  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  taxation 
opposite  party     of  costs,  final  judgment,  and  execution,  should  not  be  set 

at  the  time  of  "^      ° 

seryice  of  notice  aside  for  irregularity.  He  referred  to  Wilson  v.  Par- 
^  AnomUsion  *'^'  (^)»  '"  which  it  was  held  that  the  rule  was  imperative 
*b  "*S**^  ''i'**    unless  waived  by  the  opposite  party. 

is  no  ground  of 

settine  aside  the         rr/*ii  a>i  i  • 

judgment  and  Humfrey  shewed  cause. — A  judgment  on  demurrer  is 
execution,  but     ^qj.  within  the  terms  of  the  rule,  which  requires  "  That 

only  of  review-  '  ^ 

ing  the  taxa-      one  day's  notice  of  the  time  of  taxing  costs  upon  rules^  or^ 

tion  of  costs.  ,    .         .  .  .  1  r    \ 

derSt  town  posteas,  and  tnqutsitwns,  and  a  copy  of  the 
bill  of  costs  and  affidavit  to  increase  (if  any),  shall  be 
given  and  delivered  by  the  attorney  or  attornies  of  the 
party  or  parties,  whose  costs  are  to  be  taxed,  to  the  attor- 
ney of  the  other  party  or  parties  in  the  same  action,  at  the 
time  of  service  of  such  notice ;  and  that  ia  the  cases  of 
posteas  and  inquisitions  in  country  causes  the  notice  shall 
be  given  two  days,  and  a  copy  and  affidavit  delivered  two 
days  before  such  taxation.*'  The  present  taxation  is 
neither  on  a  rule,  order,  postea^  or  inquisition.  WU- 
son  V.  Parkins  does  not  apply,  as  that  was  the  case  of 
judgment  on  a  postea. 

Miller^  contra. — The  form  of  the  rule  for  judgment  is, 
''  Upon  hearing  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  and  no  cause  being 
shewn  to  the  contrary,  it  is  ordered  that  judgment  be  en- 
tered for  the  plaintiff  in  the  action."  This  case,  if  not  within 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  461. 
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the  precise  words,  falls  within  the  meaning  and  spirit  of         1837. 
the  rule* 


Lord  Abingbr,  C.  B. — This  is  clearly  not  an  order 
within  the  meaning  of  the  rule;  and  if  it  were,  it  is  no 
ground  for  setting  aside  the  judgment.  You  may  go  again 
before  the  Master  and  see  if  the  costs  are  excessive. 

Parke,  B. — The  omission'  to  comply  with  the  rule  is  no 
reason  for  setting  aside  the  judgment  and  execution,  but 
the  costs  may  be  re-taxed  afterwards. 

Rule  discharged,  with  liberty  to  go  again 
before  the  Master. 


Tatloe 
Murray. 


RaTHBONE  9.  FOWLBR. 

jLjiUMFRE  Fopposed  an  application  made  by Heaton,  for  A  defraduit 
discharging  a  defendant  out  of  custody,  under  the  4S  Geo.  TcognoTh  for 
3,  c.  123.    The  original  debt  was  under  20/.,  but  the  defen-  ^l^^  ^^ 
dant  had  given  a  cognovit  for  the  debt  and  costs,  amounting  it  entided  to  bb 

to  SSL     In  Robinson  v.  Sundell  {a)  and v.  White  (6),  the  48  Geo.  l, 

it  was  held  that  a  defendant  who  had  given  a  warrant  of  ^^^  ^J^ 
attorney  for  debt  and  costs  to  an  amount  exceeding  20/.,  ^^^^^  ^^^ 
though  the  original  debt  was  less,  was  not  entitled  to  his 
discharge  under  the  48  Geo.  3,  c.  123.  The  words  of  the 
act  were,  "  All  persons  in  execution  upon  any  judgment 
for  any  debt  or  damages  not  exceeding  the  sum  of  20/., 
exclusive  of  costs,  &c.*'  which  means  the  costs  in  that  ac- 
tion. It  is  difficult  to  distinguish  between  a  warrant  of 
attorney  and  a  cognovit. 

Parke,  B. — A  warrant  of  attorney  is  to  confess  a  judg- 
ment for  debt  and  costs  in  another  suit ;  but  where  a  party 

(a)  6  Moore,  287.  (&)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  19. 

TOL.  VI.  o  D.  P.  c. 
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1837*        being  sued  giyes  a  cognovit,  it  is  the  costs  and  debt  of 
J     '^^      that  suit,  and  then  the  costs  are  within  the  meaning  of 
«.  the  act. 

F0WLIR« 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


Roberts  v.  Humby. 

The  Bath  Court  MilELL  Y  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ 
cannot  award  of  prohibition  should  not  issue,  directed  to  the  Commis- 
foHoMofdmc  Winers  of  the  Court  of  Requests  for  the  city  of  Bath,  on 
In  attending  the  ^jj^  ground  that  they  had  exceeded  their  jurisdiction.     It 

court  of  a  re-  ^  ^  ^   r^  i  t> 

Tising  barrister,  appeared  that,  on  the  7th  October  last,  Roberts  had  sum- 
a  want  of  juris-  nioned  Humby  for  compensation  for  loss  of  time  in  attend- 
dictiondonot      j^g  the  Court  of  the  Revising  Barristers.     The  case  was 

appear  on  the  ®  ® 

Ikceof  thepro-  heard  before  the  Commissioners  on  the  11th,  and  ad- 
^ibiUon  Qwy  be  journ^d  untU  the  18th,  when  they  ac^udged  Humby  **  to 
"Z^  '^     pay  » 0'-  debt  and  3*.  cosU." 

execution,  pro- 
vided the  party 

bu  not  ac-  The  Attorney 'General  shewed  cause. — First,  the  appli- 

jurisdiction  of*  Cation  is  too  late.  The  rule  of  law  is^  tliat  in  all  cases  a 
the  inferior        prohibition  must  be  moved  for  before  sentence,  unless  the 

want  of  jurisdiction  appear  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings. 
The  authorities  are  collected  in  RicJcetts  v.  Bodenham  (a), 
which  was  a  motion  for  a  prohibition  to  the  Ecclesiastical 
Courts :  there,  the  53  Geo.  3,  c.  127,  which  gave  power  to 
a  justice  to  enforce  the  payment  of  a  sum  under  10/.  due 
upon  a  church-rate,  where  neither  the  validity  of  the  rate 
nor  the  liability  of  the  party  had  been  questioned,  took 
away  in  such  case  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Eqclesiastieal 
Court ;  and  where  a  party  not  having  been  summoned 
before  a  justice  was  libelled  in  the  Consistory  Court  ibr  a 
sum  which,  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings,  was  less  than 

(a)  4  Adol.  &  E.  433. 
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10/.  due  upon  a  church-rate,  and  sentence  was  given  1837. 
against  him,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  refused  to  grant 
a  prohibition,  upon  the  ground  that  the  validity  of  the  rate 
was  questioned  in  the  proceedings  in  the  Ecclesiastieal 
Court;  and  it  afterwards  appearing  by  more  particular 
reference  to  the  pleadings  themselves  that  they  did  not 
disclose  whether  or  not  its  validity  was  questioned,  the 
Court  also  held  that  circumstance  alone  did  not  authoriie 
it  to  issue  a  prohibition ;  and  they  seemed  of  opinion  that 
they  could  only  took  to  the  proceedings  in  the  Ecclesiasti* 
cal  Court,  and  not  to  affidavits,  for  the  purpose  of  ascer- 
taining whether  the  validity  of  the  rate  was  then  ques- 
tioned*  In  ike  Matter  of  Poe  (a),  which  was  an  applica- 
tion for  a  prohibition  to  a  court-martial,  the  Court  in 
giving  judgment  recognised  the  doctrine  that  a  prohibition 
cannot  issue  after  sentence  and  execution  in  the  court 
below.  In  the  present  case  there  is  nothing  on  the  face 
of  the  sentence  which  shews  a  want  of  jurbdiction.  It 
adjudges  that  Humby  shall  pay  a  debt  and  caets.  [Alder* 
son,  B. — ^There  must  necessarily  be  some  time  allowed 
after  sentence.  What  is  to  prevent  the  inferior  court  from 
going  on  at  the  time  the  superior  court  is  not  sitting? 
Would  you  say  that  in  such  case  a  party  is  concluded  by 
the  sentence  ?]  In  Comyn*s  Digest,  tit.  Prohibition,  the 
rule  is  laid  down  without  any  qualification.  Secondly — 
This  Court  of  Requests  has  jurisdiction.  It  is  true  that, 
in  the  case  of  Soamee  v.  RawUngs  (&),  it  was  held  that  the 
Westminster  Court  of  Requests  could  not  adjudicate 
upon  a  claim  for  compensation  of  a  similar  description ; 
but  the  jurisdiction  of  that  court  is  confined  to  cases  of 
debt.  Besides,  the  objections  now  taken  were  not  then 
brought  before  the  Court.  The  i6th  section  of  the 
45  Geo.  8,  c.  67,  (the  Bath  Court  of  Requests  Act),  enacts 
that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Commissioners  ''  to  decide 
and  determine  all  disputes  and  difierences  between  party 

(a)  6B.  flc  AdoL  681.  (6)  2  C.  M.  &  R.  744. 


HUMBT. 


84  CASES  ON  POINTS  OP  PRACTICE,  EXCH. 

]8d7.  and  party  for  any  sum  not  exceeding  10/.,  in  all  actions  or 
ROBERT!  causes  of  debt,  whether  such  debt  shall  arise  from  any 
bond,  bill|  or  specialty  for  payment  of  money  only,  or  any 
promissory  note,  or  inland  bill  of  exchange^  or  for  rent 
upon  leases,  articles,  minutes,  and  in  all  causes  of  as- 
sumpsit and  insimul  computasset,  and  in  all  causes  or 
actions  of  trover  and  conversion,  and  in  all  cases  or  re« 
turns  founded  on  a  quantum  meruit,  and  in  all  causes  and 
actions  of  trespass  or  detinue  for  goods  and  chattels  taken 
or  detained."  The  language  of  this  section  is  suflSciently 
comprehensive,  and  the  claim  in  question  may  be  included 
either  under  the  term  minute  or  as  a  quantum  meruit. 
Then  the  22nd  section  enables  a  party  having  any  claim 
not  expressly  prohibited  by  the  act  to  apply  to  the  clerk 
of  the  Court  for  a  summons  expressing  the  sum  demanded, 
and  stating  the  particulars  of  such  demand,  which  is  to  be 
served  upon  the  debtor ;  and  upon  proof  of  such  summons 
having  been  duly  served,  the  Commissioners  are  em- 
powered to  adjudicate  upon  such  demand,  and  to  pass 
final  sentence  or  judgment  thereon.  And  the  47th  sec- 
tion makes  the  judgment  final  and  conclusive  between  the 
parties  to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever. 

Kelly,  in  support  of  the  rule,  was  stopped  by  the 
Court* 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — The  case  has  been  very  inge- 
niously argued,  and  all  has  been  said  which  could  be 
urged  against  the  prohibition  issuing ;  but  the  rule  must 
be  absolute.  With  respect  to  the  first  point,  the  case  of 
Ricketts  v.  Bodenham  does  not  apply  :  that  arose  upon  a 
question  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  and  those  courts 
must  be  presumed  to  have  a  jurisdiction  unless  the  contrary 
appears  on  the  face  of  their  proceedings.  It  is  different 
however  with  an  inferior  court  created  by  act  of  Parliament 
for  a  specific  purpose ;  there,  the  jurisdiction  must  be 
strictly  confined  to  that  purpose,  and  nothing  can  be  pre- 
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sumed  in  favour  of  them,  but  the  presumption  is  rather  1837* 
against  them.  In  the  present  case  there  is  clearly  a  want 
of  jurisdiction,  because  the  summons  had  no  other  founda- 
tion for  a  claim  of  debt  than  that  the  plaintiff  attended 
before  the  revising  barrister  upon  a  notice  given  by  the 
defendant.  Now,  the  attendance  of  a  party  pursuant  to  a 
notice  does  not  constitute  a  debt.  There  appears  to  me  a 
want  of  jurisdiction  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings.  Then 
comes  the  question  whether  the  45  Geo.  3,  c.  67,  extends 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  to  cases  of  this  nature.  All 
acts  of  Parliament  giving  an  inferior  court  jurisdiction  are 
to  be  construed  strictly,  and  the  power  of  the  Court  cannot 
be  extended  by  implication.  It  appears  to  me  that  this 
claim  does  not  fall  within  any  of  the  cases  mentioned  in 
the  10th  section.  What  is  meant  by  the  term  '*  minutes'*  I 
cannot  say,  but  it  certainly  does  not  mean  a  claim  for  sum- 
moning a  party  before  a  revising  barrister.  Then  it  is  said 
that  by  the  47th  section  the  judgment  of  the  inferior  court 
is  final.  It  is  a  well-known  rule  that  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  superior  courts  of  law  cannot  be  taken  away  but  by  ex- 
press words.  Now  the  only  point  mentioned  in  the  47th 
section  is  the  writ  of  certiorari.  It  is  not  necessary  to  de- 
termine whether  this  Court  can,  in  all  cases,  grant  a  pro- 
hibition o/?^  sentence,  for  here  a  want  of  jurisdiction  ap- 
pears upon  the  face  of  the  proceedings. 

Parke,  B. — I  agree  with  my  Lord  Chief  Baron,  that 
the  presumption  of  law  is  against  the  jurisdiction  of  an 
inferior  court,  but  the  ground  of  my  decision  is,  that  a 
want  of  jurisdiction  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  sentence. 
If,  indeed,  it  had  not  appeared,  I  should  have  doubted 
whether  it  was  not  open  to  the  superior  court  to  interfere 
where  so  short  a  time  elapses  between  the  summons  and 
adjudication,  and  the  party  had  not  an  opportunity  of 
applying  to  the  superior  court.  I  concur  in  opinion  with 
Lord  Mansfield,  who,  in  delivering  judgment  in  Buggin 
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▼•  Bennett  {a)  f  says,  "  If  it  appears  upon  the  face  of  the 
proceedings  that  the  court  below  have  no  jurisdiction,  a 
prohibition  may  be  issued  at  any  time,  either  before  or 
after  sentence,  because  all  is  a  nullity, — it  is  coram  non 
judice.  But  where  it  does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of 
the  proceedings,  if  the  defendant  below  will  lie  by  and 
suffer  that  court  to  go  on,  under  an  apparent  jurisdiction, 
(as  upon  a  contract  made  at  sea),  it  would  be  unreasonable 
that  this  party,  who  when  defendant  below  has  thus  Iain 
by,  and  concealed  from  the  court  below  a  collateral  matter, 
should  come  hither  after  sentence  against  him  there,  and 
suggest  that  collateral  matter  as  a  cause  of  prohibition, 
and  obtain  a  prohibition  upon  it,  after  all  this  acquiescence 
in  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  below."  That  case  was 
decided  upon  the  ground  that  the  party  had  acquiesced  in 
the  decision  of  the  inferior  court;  but  if  the  question 
arose  here,  I  should  wish  to  take  time  before  I  established 
so  unreasonable  a  rule  that  a  party  is  concluded  by  the 
sentence  of  an  inferior  court  when  he  had  no  opportunity 
of  coming  to  the  superior  court  to  prevent  it.  As  to  the 
matter  in  dispute  here,  there  is  no  question  that  the  Court 
of  Requests  had  no  jurisdiction* 

BoLLAMD,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

AldeIIson,  B. — It  appears  on  the  face  of  the  proceed- 
ings that  the  inferior  Court  has  exceeded  its  jurisdiction ; 
but  even  if  it  did  not  so  appear,  there  are  strong  reasons 
why  this  Court  should  interfere.  Prohibition  being  a  writ 
at  common  law  may  be  granted  at  any  time,  even  after 
execution ;  and  the  only  exception  is,  that  a  want  of  juris** 
diction  not  appearing  upon  the  face  of  the  proceedings,  the 
Court  will  not  put  the  writ  in  force  when  a  party  has 
voluntarily  submitted    to   the  inferior  jurisdiction.     In 

(a)  4  Burr.  203?. 
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S  Institute,  p.  602,  it  is  said  that  prohibitions  by  law  may  ldd7. 
be  granted  at  any  time  to  restrain  a  court  to  intermeddle 
with  or  execute  any  thing  which  by  law  they  ought  not  to 
hold  plea  of,  and  they  are  much  mistaken  that  maintain 
the  contrary.  And  the  King's  courts  that  may  award 
prohibitions  being  inrormed,  either  by  the  parties  them- 
selves or  by  any  stranger,  that  any  court,  temporal  or 
ecclesiastical,  doth  hold  plea  of  that  (whereof  they  have 
not  jurisdiction),  may  lawfully  prohibit  the  same  as  well 
after  judgment  and  execution  as  before." 

Rule  absolute. 


Booth  r.  Lady  Hyde  Parker. 

V/N  the  S8th  October  the  defendant  gave  a  cognovit,  by  where  a  cogno* 
which  she  confessed  the  action,  and  that  **  the  plaintiff  had  ^^^  i^k'  i 
sustained  damage  to  the  amount  of  57/./'  but  no  judgment  cue  of  default 
was  to  be  entered  up  unless  default  should  be  made  in  pay-  the  debt  and 
ment  of  the  debt  and  interest,  together  with  costs,  on  the  ^jud^rar 
9th  of  November ;  and  in  case  default  should  be  made  in  ^^^  debt  and 

cotts,  It  II  irre- 

payment  of  the  debt  and  interest,  together  with  costs,  on  guiar  to  sign 

the  said  9tb  of  November,  the  plaintiff  was  to  be  at  liberty  the^sts  are  ^^ 

to  enter  up  judgment  for  the  same.    On  the  10th  Novem-  ^^^{^^^^^^ 

ber,  the  debt  not  being  paid,  the  plaintiff  signed  judgment  ™«^*  ^  ^^^f^ 

oiB  riffht  to 

without  having  taxed  the  costs,  or  made  any  demand  of  cotta,  in  which 

«>%.     J   u*  case  he  should 

the  deOt-  gi^e  the  defend- 

ant  notice  of 
.  ittch  intention. 

Barsiow  having  obtained  a  rule  to  set  aside  the  judg- 
ment for  irregularity, 

iST^ffy  shewed  cause. — AU  that  has  been  done  is  the 
mere  act  of  making  an  entry  upon  the  judgment  paper* 
That  judgment  was  to  be  signed  on  a  certain  day.  The 
practice  has  always  been  first  to  sign  judgment,  and  then  to 
tax  the  costs  upon  that  judgment.     If  this  case  be  held  an 
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1837.  irregularity,  a  party  could  not^  after  the  day  of  payment 
has  passed 9  sign  judgment  and  issue  execution  for  the 
debt  alone.  [Parke,  B. — If  he  means  to  waive  the  costs^ 
he  has  only  to  say  so:  here  the  question  is,  whether  the 
defendant  is  not  justified  in  waiting  until  she  knows  the 
amount  of  costs*  Alderson,  B. — Has  not  the  defendant 
contracted  to  pay  the  debt  and  costs  together,  and  has 
not  the  plaintiff  contracted  that  he  will  not  require  pay- 
ment of  the  debt  without  costs  ?]  Then  this  inconvenience 
would  follow, — that  two  taxations  would  be  necessary,  one 
to  ascertain  the  amount  of  debt  and  costs,  and  another  to 
ascertain  the  costs  of  the  judgment  and  execution.  [^Al- 
derson,  B. — That  would  be  harder  for  a  party  making  de- 
fault, but  beneficial  to  a  party  who  paid  ;  the  question  is, 
which  of  the  two  we  ought  to  favour.]  It  might  be  doubt- 
ful whether  there  could  be  two  taxations  upon  such  a 
judgment.  [Alderson,  B. — How  can  a  party  be  said  to 
have  made  default,  when  you  do  not  give  him  the  means 
of  performing  his  duty  ?]  If  the  defendant  were  insolvent, 
it  would  be  useless  to  go  to  the  expense  of  a  taxation. 
[Parke,  B. — In  that  case  you  should  give  him  notice ;  this 
instrument  contemplates  but  one  proceeding.]  The  prac- 
tice has  always  been  to  commence  entering  the  judgment, 
and  when  the  costs  are  taxed,  judgment  is  signed  for  the 
whole  amount.  [Parke,  B. — The  Master  cannot  certify 
any  certain  practice  in  that  respect ;  he  says  it  is  common 
for  parties  to  come  with  the  cognovit  to  tax  the  costs 
upon.]  Then  there  must  be  another  taxation  to  get  the 
costs  of  the  judgment.  [^Parke,B. — Yes;  one  taxation 
in  order  to  let  the  defendant  know  what  he  is  to  pay,  and 
another  upon  the  final  judgment]  In  this  case  final  judg- 
ment has  not  been  signed,  so  that  the  extent  of  the  objec- 
tion would  be  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  the  costs 
of  beginning  to  sign  judgment,  because  he  has  not  afforded 
the  defendant  an  opportunity  of  paying  the  debt. 
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Barsiawp  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^Where  a  cognovit  is  1837. 
given  with  a  stay  of  judgment  until  default  in  payment  of 
fiebi  and  eosts^  the  plaintiff  should  tax  the  costs  before  he 
signs  judgment.  From  inquiry  of  the  oJBScers  of  the 
Queen*s  Bench^  that  appears  to  be  the  common  practice 
in  that  Court.  In  Wilson  v.Northem{a)^  the  defendant 
had  given  a  cognovit  payable  on  a  certain  day,  and  if  not 
paid,  the  costs  were  to  be  taxed  and  judgment  signed^ 
and  Lord  AbingeVf  C.  B.  says,  **  as  the  agreement  was  to 
tax  the  costs  and  sign  judgment,  the  judgment  ought  not 
to  have  been  signed  before  the  costs  were  taxed." 

Parke,  B. — The  rule  must  be  absolute  to  set  aside  the 
judgment.  With  respect  to  the  observation  that  the  mere 
entry  on  the  judgment  paper  is  not  a  signing  of  judgment, 
it  is  true  that  judgment  is  not  completely  signed,  but  by 
the  terms  of  this  cognovit  it  is  irregular  to  commence 
signing  it.  The  question  then  resolves  itself  into  the 
terms  of  the  cognovit ;  does  it  mean  that  there  is  to  be  a 
tender  of  the  debt,  and  another  tender  of  the  costs  ?  Or 
rather,  is  not  this  the  meaning  of  it, — that  there  is  to  be 
but  one  tender  by  the  defendant,  viz.  of  the  amount  of  the 
debt  and  taxed  costs  ?  In  order  to  enable  the  defendant 
to  make  that  one  tender,  and  to  obviate  the  inconvenience 
of  two  separate  tenders,  it  is  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to 
go  through  the  form  of  ascertaining  the  amount  of  costs, 
as  that  b  a  fact  which  lies  within  his  own  knowledge.  If 
the  plaintiff  intended  to  abandon  his  claim  to  costs,  he 
should  have  given  notice  to  the  defendant,  and  then,  upon 
nonpayment  of  the  original  debt,  the  cognovit,  would  have 
been  forfeited.  By  the  terms  of  this  cognovit  there  should 
be  but  one  tender.  If  it  be  intended  to  make  the  nonpay- 
ment of  the  debt  only  a  forfeiture  of  the  cognovit,  the 
parties  should  so  stipulate. 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  212. 
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Alderson,  B. — I  agree  with  the  Court  in  their  reafon- 
ing  in  the  case  of  Wilson  v.  Northern.  It  is  true  that  in 
that  case  there  were  circumstances  which  might  have  in- 
duced a  decisfon  the  other  way ;  but  it  cannot  therefore  be 
considered  as  no  authority  when  the  reasons  given  by  the 
judges  are  precisely  in  point  on  the  present  oceasiom 
But  independently  of  that,  the  plain  sense  iS|  that  judg* 
ment  ought  not  to  be  signed  until  default  in  payment  of 
the  aggregate  sum*  If  that  sum  has  never  been  ascer- 
tained, how  can  the  party  make  a  default  in  not  having 
paid  it?  If  the  plaintiff  means  to  waive  the  costs,  he 
should  tell  the  defendant  so. 


GuRNEY,  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  absolute,  with  costs# 


If  no  date'be 
stated  in  the 
copy  of  the 
capias  senred  on 
the  defendant, 
the  arrest  is  irre- 
gular. 

Semble,  that 
where  a  party 
seeks  to  be  dis- 
charged from  an 
arrest,  on  the 
ground  that  he 
is  entitled  to  a 
peerage,  then 
the  subject  of 
dispute  in  the 
House  of 
Lords,  the  ap- 
plication should 
be  made  to  that 
tribunal,  if  sit- 
ting.— Per  Lord 
AHnger,  C.  B. 


Smart  r.  Johnson* 

jR.  V.  RICHARDS  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause 
why  the  baiUbond  given  by  the  defendant  should  not  be 
delivered  up  to  be  cancelled.  The  application  was  made 
on  two  grounds :  first,  that  the  defendant  was  a  peer  of 
Scotland ;  secondly,  that  the  copy  of  the  writ  served  on 
the  defendant  contained  no  date  at  the  teste.  In  support 
of  the  first  ground  there  was  an  affidavit  of  the  defendant^ 
that,  in  the  year  1830,  he  sat  and  voted  as  Earl  of  An* 
nandale  at  the  election  of  Scottish  representative  peers, 
and  that  no  protest  was  entered  against  his  vote^  but  that, 
on  the  contrary,  he  was  received  and  congratulated  by  his 
brother  peers :  that  his  letters  sent  by  the  general  post 
went  free  in  Scotland. 

Plait  shewed  cause  upon  affidavits,  which  stated  that 
the  defendant  was  not  a  peer  of  Scotland,  and  that  there 
were  no  less  than  fifteen  claimants  for  the  Earldom  of 
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Annandalcj  which  claims  were  still  pending  in  the  House         1837. 
of  Lords :  that  inquiry  had  been  made  at  the  Heralds'       "     " 
office^  and  that  he  was  not  registered  there  as  a  Scotch  «• 

peer.  [Aldersanj  B. — As  there  is  an  affidavit  that  ,he 
voted  at  the  election  of  Scotch  peers,  it  is  within  the  case 
of  Digby  V.  The  Earl  of  Stirling  (a).]  Where  the  ques* 
tion  of  privilege  is  doubtful,  the  Court  will  not  discharge 
the  defendant  on  motion,  but  will  leave  him  to  his  writ  of 
privilege :  Luntley  v.  Battine  (6).  [Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — 
The  case  of  Lord  Stirling  was  decided  when  the  House 
of  Lords  was  not  sitting ;  but,  as  it  is  sitting  now,  the 
application  should  be  made  there.]  Then,  as  to  the 
omission  of  the  date  in  the  copy  of  the  writ,  that  does  not 
necessarily  invalidate  the  arrest,  though  perhaps  it  might 
be  a  good  objection  to  serviceable  process. 

Richards^  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended  that  the 
present  case  was  stronger  than  that  of  Digby  v.  The  Earl 
of  Stirling t  since  there  it  appeared  the  defendant's  vote 
had  been  protested  against. 

Parke,  B. — If  the  copy  of  the  writ  served  on  the  de- 
fendant is  irregular,  the  arrest  is  bad.  The  rule  must  be 
absolute  on  that  ground. 

AldersoNj  B. — ^Then  we  need  not  decide  the  other 
point- 
Rule  absolute  with  costs-^No  action 
to  be  brought. 

(tf)  Ante,  Vol  I,  p.  248.  {b)  2  B.  &  Aid.  234. 
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Luce  v.  Irvin. 
Where  an  affl-    sJ,  UMFRE  Y  moved  to  enter  an  exoneretur  on  the  bail 

daTit  to  hold  to       , 

bail  stated  the     piece,  on  the  ground  of  a  variance  between  the  affidavit 

indebted  upon  m  ^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^"^  ^^^  declaration.  The  affidavit  stated 
promiswry  note  ^jjg  defendant  to  be  indebted  to  deponent  in  50/.  for  prin- 

drawn  by  him,  . 

payable  to  T.  P.,  cipal  money  upon  a  promissory  note,  drawn  by  the  defen- 
indonedtothe  dant,  payable  to  T.  Flaery,  and  by  T.  Flaery  indorsed  to 
M^ed  b^the  ^^^  deponent.  The  declaration  stated  an  indorsement  by 
decUration  that  X.  Flaery  to  W.  Hare,  and  that  W.  Hare  indorsed  to 

there  was  an  , 

intermediate  in-  deponent  In  Wilks  v.  Adcock  (a),  the  affidavit  to  hold 
nouo  bTsuch'  ^^  ^^^^  Stated  that  the  debt  arose  on  a  bill  of  exchange  or 
di^dh!r"**th  **^  ^^^^^9  ^^^  '^®  instrument  declared  upon  appearing  not  to 
bail.  be  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  Court  ordered  the  bail-bond  to 

be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled.  Then  the  bail  have 
been  misled,  inasmuch  as  they  have  entered  into  the 
engagement  upon  the  faith  of  there  being  no  transactions 
between  Flaery  and  the  plaintiff. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — If  the  declaration  in  Wilks  v. 
Adcock  was  improper,  the  Court  were  wrong  in  the  first 
instance  in  deciding  the  affidavit  to  hold  to  bail  to  be  good. 
The  affidavit  does  not  shew  whether  the  cause  of  action 
arose  on  a  bill  of  exchange  or  an  order.  Whenever  there 
is  a  variance  between  the  affidavit  and  declaration,  the 
Court  will  undoubtedly  discharge  the  bail,  but  here  the 
declaration  is  not  substantially  different. 

Parke,  B. — It  is  difficult  to  support  the  case  of  Wilks 
v.  Adcock.  Here,  the  declaration  is  substantially  for  the 
same  cause  of  action  as  the  affidavit  to  hold  to  bail. 

Rule  refused, 
(a)  8  T.  R.  27. 
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Harrison  r.  Rigby. 

fUOlVLING  moved  to  set  aside  a  writ  of  capias,  and  to  AnaiBdaTitto 
discharge  the  defendant  out  of  custody,  on  the  ground  of  a  JjjJj^^^J^Jj^ 
defect  in  the  affidavit  to  hold  to  bail.    The  affidavit  stated  ^  ^  indebted 
that  Rigby  was  **  indebted  to  this  deponent  in  SOL  for  exchange  drma» 
principal  money  upon  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  and  ae-  him*^^^^^ 
eepted  by  Rigby  for  20i,  payable  to  deponent  at  a  certain  ""fflcUnt. 
day  now  past,  and  that  the  same  remains  due  and  unpaid." 
The  objection  was,  that  the  affidavit  did  not  state  who  was 
the  drawer  of  the  bill,  or  that  the  bill  was  drawn  upon  the 
defendant.    The  defendant  might  have  accepted  it  though 
not  originally  drawn  upon  him. 

Parks,  B. — I  think  there  can  be  no  mistake  about  it 

Rule  refused. 


Lewis,  Assignee,  &c.  r.  Parker. 

XHIS  was  an  action  of  debt  by  the  assignee  of  a  bail  Inanacdonby 
bond.  The  declaration,  after  stating  the  issuing  of  the  ^^  bai^nd|  it 
writ,  the  arrest,  execution  of  bail-bond,  &c.  proceeded  to  *■ "®'  neceiMry 

'  '  ^  »  r  totute  thatthe 

allege,   "  that  the  sheriff,  on  &c.,  at  the  request  of  the  msfignment  was 

under  the  hand 

plaintiff  in  the  said  suit,  by  an  indorsement  on  the  said  of  the  sheriff,  or 
writing  obligatory,  duly  made  and  sealed  with  the  seal  of  of  two  wdiWe 
office  of  the  said  sheriff,  assigned  the  said  writing  obliga-  ^?f^^^V^' 
tory  to  the  plaintiff,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  leged  to  have 
such  case  made  and  provided.'*    Special  demurrer,  assign-  log  to  the  form 
iog  for  cause  that  it  did  not  appear  in  or  by  the  said  de-  ^J^  statute," 
claration  that  the  said  sheriff  signed  writing  obligatory, 
by  indorsing  the  same  and  attesting  it  under  his  hand, 
or  the  said  sheriff  assigned  the  said  writing  obligatory  in 
the  presence  of  two  credible  witnesses,  as  required  by  the 
statute. 
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1837.  Mansely  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  authority  to 

assign  the  bond  is  given  by  the  4th  Anne,  c.  16,  s.  20, 
which  enacts,  *'  that  if  any  person  shall  be  arrested  by  any 
writ,  &c.  issuing  out  of  any  of  her  Majesty^s  courts  of 
record  at  Westminster,  at  the  suit  of  any  common  person^ 
and  the  sheriff  or  other  officer  taketh  bail  from  such  per- 
son against  whom  such  writ  is  taken  out,  the  sheriff  or 
other  officer,  at  the  request  and  costs  of  the  plaintiff  in 
such  action  or  suit,  shall  assign  to  the  plaintiff  in  such  ac« 
tion  the  bail-bond,  or  other  security  taken  from  such  bail, 
by  indorsing  the  same,  and  attesting  it  under  his  hand  and 
seal  in  the  presence  of  two  or  more  credible  witnesse?.** 
The  power  to  assign  the  bond  depending  upon  this  act,  it 
ought  to  appear,  upon  the  face  of  the  declaration,  that  the 
requisites  of  the  statute  have  been  strictly  complied  with. 
To  the  present  form  there  are  two  objections,  first,  that 
the  assignment  is  not  stated  to  have  been  under  the  hand 
of  the  sheriff;  and  secondly,  that  it  does  not  appear  to 
have  been  in  the  presence  of  two  witnesses.  Mifflin  r. 
Morgan  {a)  is  not  an  authority  in  support  of  the  declar- 
ation, since  there,  the  objection  was  raised  in  error  upon  a 
judgment  by  nil  dicit,  and  the  court  thought  this  a  defect 
which  would  have  been  aided  by  verdict,  and  was  there- 
fore aided  after  judgment  by  nil  dicit.  Lease  v.  Box{b) 
only  decided  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  state  the  names 
of  the  witnesses,  or  to  make  profert  of  the  assignment 

Humfrey^  in  support  of  the  declaration. — Dawes  v.Pap^ 
u>orih{c)\s  precisely  in  point.  There,  the  declaration  al- 
legedy  **  that  the  sheriff  by  a  certain  iadorsement  upon  the 
bond  assigned  and  set  over  the  same  to  the  plaintiff,  accord- 
ing to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
vided;*'and  the  Court  say,  **  We  are  all  of  opinion  that  there 


(a)  2  Ld.  Raym.  1564.  (6)  1  WlkoB,  121. 

(e)  Willes,  408. 
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was  no  weight  in  either  of  the  objections ;  as  to  the  first,  we        1837. 
thought  it  the  best  way  of  declaring,  though  declarations        . 
sometimes  are  otherwise,  because  the  plaintiff  must  prove,  ». 

to  shew  that  the  assignment  was  according  to  the  statute, 
that  it  was  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  the  sheriff."  And 
in  a  note  by  Chief  Justice  Wilier  it  is  added,  '*  The  same 
point  has  been  ruled  on  another  part  of  this  clause  in  the 
act«  Though  the  statute  requires  the  indorsement  to  be 
made  by  the  sheriff  in  i/te  presence  of  two  tcitnessesy  it  is 
not  necessary  to  set  out  their  names  in  the  declaration 
stating  the  assignment,  or  even  to  state  that  it  was  indorsed 
in  the  presence  of  two  witnesses.  Robinson  v.  Tat/lor, 
Fort.  366,  Lease  v.  Box,  1  Will.  121,  Rollison  v.  Taylor, 
Tr*  ISGeo.  1,  s.  1^«  It  is  sufficient  to  state  generally 
that  the  sheriff,  at  the  request  and  costs  of  the  plaintiff, 
assigned  the  bond  to  the  plaintiff  according  to  the  form  of 
the  statute."  In  a  declaration  against  the  sheriff  for  an 
escape^  it  is  enough  to  allege  that  the  warrant  directing 
the  arrast  was  duly  indorsed  for  bail,  without  adding  **  by 
virtue  of  an  affidavit  made  and  filed  of  record :"  Nightin* 
gale  V.  Wilcoxson  (a).  That  it  is  not  necessary  to  state 
the  names  of  the  witnesses  is  evident  from  the  case  of 
Robinson  v.  Taylor  (Jb),  and  it  cannot  be  more  important  to 
state  the  assignment  to  have  been  under  the  hand  of  the 
sheriff  (e). 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — It  is  sufficient  to  allege  that  the 
sheriff  assigned  the  bond  according  to  the  form  of  the 
statute ;  because,  at  the  trial  the  plaintiff  must  under  that 
averment  prove  that  the  bond  was  assigned  under  the 
hand  of  the  sheriff  or  in  the  presence  of  two  witnesses. 

Parks,  B. — I  agree  with  the  Chief  Baron.  If  we  were 
to  hold  it  necessary  to  go  into  the  minutiee  of  every  thing 

(a)  10  B.  &  C.  203.  (c)  See  PhiUpt  v.  Barlow,  ante, 

W  Fort  366.  Vol.  3, 181. 


96  CASES  ON  POINTS  OF  PRACTICB|  BXCH. 

1837*        the  statute  requires,  there  would  then  be  demurrers  to 
actions  by  the  assignees  of  bankrupts  and  insolvents. 

Alderson,  B. — One  reason  given  by  the  judges  for  de- 
termining the  case  of  Dawes  v.  Papworth,  applies  equally 
to  this  case,  and  if  we  did  not  hold  this  averment  suiHcientj 
we  should  be  overruling  one  ground,  on  which,  that  judg* 
ment  is  supported* 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Vauohan  v.  Goadby. 

Tbe  plaintiff  JaMES  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 
feodantonan  *  bail-bond  given  by  the  defendant  should  not  be  delivered 
moneyientand  "P  *^  ^^  Cancelled  on  entering  a  common  appearance, 
•dnuced.  Tbe  Xhe  plaintiff  had  arrested  the  defendant  for  200/.  upon 

defendant  after- 

wards  obtained  an  affidavit  for  money  lent  and  advanced.     Subsequently^ 

to  aiTMt'the  ^'  ^he  defendant  applied  to  a  Judge  for  leave  to  arrest  the 

fh**?1te  *i*  plaintiff,  and  obtained  an  order  for  that  purpose.     The 

order  to  get  plaintiff  afterwards  applied  to  be  discharged  out  of  cus- 

discbarg^,  ^  ,  '^  •.       . 

madeanafflda-  tody,  and  in  Support  of  that  application  made  an  affidavit 
with^hiTdaim^  disclosing  facts  inconsistent  with  his  claim  for  money  lent. 
for  monKjienu  It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  had  entered 

^HeU,  that  '^^^  ,      ,      ,      , 

thii  was  no  into  an  agreement  by  which  the  latter  was  to  manufacture 
oeUing  the  blSf-  microscopes  for  the  American  markets,  and  the  plaintiff 
**®"^  was  to  supply  him  with  money  for  that  purpose.     On  the 

part  of  the  defendant  it  was  sworn  that  he  had  made  mi- 
croscopes to  a  much  larger  amount  than  200/.  which  had 
in  fact  been  given  him  by  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  by 
his  affidavit  admitted  the  contract,  but  denied  that  any 
microscopes  had  been  delivered  in  pursuance  thereof.  It 
was  sworn  there  was  no  other  dealing  between  the  parties. 

Erie  shewed  cause,  and  contended,  that  where  an  affi« 
davit  of  debt  is  good  upon  the  face  of  it,  the  Court  wil 
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not  allow  the  merits  to  be  questioned  upon  counter  aflS-         1837* 
davits.     That  principle  was  recognized  in  Nizetich  v. 
Bonadch  (a). 

JameSy  contra,  referred  to  Chambers  v.  Bernaseoni  (b), 
where  an  uncertificated  bankrupt,  in  order  to  try  the 
validity  of  his  commission,  held  his  assignee  to  bail  in  an 
action  for  money  had  and  received,  and  the  Court  dis- 
charged him  on  filing  common  bail. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — This  is  the  first  case  I  know  of 
in  which  a  party  who  has  been  held  to  bail  upon  a  proper 
affidavit  has  sought  to  get  discharged  because  certain 
facts  are  stated  in  another  affidavit  inconsistent  with  the 
affidavit  upon  which  he  has  been  arrested.  If  we  were 
to  allow  this  application,  it  would  be  a  very  dangerous  pre*- 
cedent.  Any  defendant  who  had  been  arrested  upon  a 
proper  affidavit  might  file  a  bill  in  Chancery,  or  get  a  rule 
nisi  upon  some  collateral  matter,  and  then  find  in  the 
affidavit  in  answer  something  upon  which  he  could  apply 
for  his  discharge.  If  we  were  to  establish  such  a  pre- 
cedent, there  would  be  a  motion  every  term  to  try  the 
merits  upon  matter  ex  post  facto. 

Parke,  B. — If  you  take  Vaughan's  affidavit  by  itself, 
there  appears  a  cause  of  action  for  money  lent  and  ad- 
vanced ;  but  if  taken  in  conjunction  with  the  defendant's 
affidavit,  there  is  no  pretence  for  holding  the  latter  to 
bail.  That  ground,  however,  is  not  sufficient  to  call  upon 
us  to  interfere.  I  fully  concur  in  what  has  fallen  from  my 
Lord  Chief  Baron. 

Bollamd,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged,  without  costs. 

(a)  5  B.  &  Al.  904.  (6)  6  Bing.  499. 

VOL.  VI.  H  D.  P.  C. 
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Sjboni  r.  KiRKMAN  and  Another,  Executors  of 

J.    KiRKMAN. 

IttTtraveSld  MARTINh^ei  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 

the  facts  con-  plaintiff  should  not  be  at  liberty  to  amend  the  record,  by 

plea,  and  con-  adding  {d)  the  similiter  to  the  replication  to  the  third  plea. 

countrylVut*  The  action  was  brought  upon  an  agreement,  by  which  the 

without  an  defendant's  testator  was  to  allow  the  plaintiff,  on  the  pur- 

"  &c,"  and  no  ^  tr  ^  r 

aimiiiterwas  chase  of  a  piano,  the  sum  of  40/.  on  account  of  a  piano 
that  the  omia- '  before  delivered  by  the  plaintiff.  The  third  plea  was 
ronsidefed  at  *^ccord  and  satisfaction  by  the  delivery  of  another  piano, 
mbprifionofthe  The  replication  traversed  the  facts  alleged  in  the  plea, 

clerk,  and  ^  i 

amendable  after  and  concluded  to  the  Country,  but  without  an  '*  &c."  No 
ment,"and  wit  8Mnil»ter  was  added.  At  the  trial  before  Parke^  B.,  at  the 
of  error  brought  sittings  in  Trinity  Term,  the  jury  found  for  the  plaintiffs, 

and  the  defendant's  counsel  tendered  a  bill  of  exceptions 
to  the  summing*up  of  the  learned  Judge ;  and,  amongst 
other  causes,  it  was  assigned  as  error  that  no  issue  was 
joined  upon  the  third  plea. 


Kelly  shewed  cause. — There  is  no  authority  for  this 
application  after  judgment  In  Cooper  v.  Spencer  (6), 
which  was  an  action  for  assault  and  battery,  the  plaintiff 
replied  de  injuria  to  a  plea  of  son  assault,  and  took  down 
the  cause  to  trial  without  adding  the  similiter.  A  motion 
having  been  made  in  arrest  of  judgment,  the  Court  were 
all  of  opinion  that  the  objection  was  fatal.  In  Sayer  v. 
Poeock  (e),  the  application  to  amend  was  before  judg- 
ment; and  besides,  in  that  case  there  was  an  &c.,  which 
the  Court  construed  to  mean  every  necessary  thing  that 
ought  to  be  expressed,  and  therefore  after  verdict  the 
similiter  might  be  considered  as  included.     In  Griffith  v. 

(a)  1  M.  &  W.  418.  (h)  1  Str.  641. 

(c)  1  Cowper,  407. 
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Croeiford{a)9  the  Court  set  aside  the  verdict,  on  account 
of  the  omission  of  the  similiter.  After  error  brought,  the 
Court  can  only  amend  the  record  in  respect  of  some  mis- 
prision of  the  clerk  :  Oreen  v.  Miller  (&).  This  is  not  an 
amendment  within  the  statutes  of  jeofails,  which  apply  to 
cases  in  which  there  is  an  issue  joined,  but  imperfectly 
joined. 

Martin,  in  support  of  the  rule. — Cooper  v.  Spencer  has 
been  overruled  by  Harvey  v.  Peake  (c)*  From  the  report 
of  Griffith  V.  Crochford^  in  6  Moore,  51,  it  appears  that 
the  issue  was  delivered  to  the  defendant,  who  returned  it 
without  adding  the  similiter  to  the  conclusion  of  the  plea, 
but  merely  inserted  an  &c. ;  the  plaintiff's  attorney  after- 
wards sent  it  back  to  the  defendant,  who  took  out  a  sum- 
mons to  amend  by  adding  it,  which  was  refused  unless  he 
would  accede  to  certain  terms ;  these,  the  defendant  re- 
fused to  comply  with,  and  carried  down  the  issue,  without 
adding  it,  although  it  was  done  in  making  up  the  record. 
But  that  case  may  be  considered  as  overruled  by  Stock' 
dale  V.  CAapman  (d).  In  the  books  of  practice  (e)  it  is  stated 
that  the  want  of  a  similiter  is  aided  after  verdict  by  the 
32  Hen.  8,  c.  SO.  So  also,  in  the  note  to  the  case  of  Ben- 
nett r.  Holbeck  (/):  but  the  Court  has  power  to  allow  this 
amendment  under  8  Hen.  6,  c.  13,  s.  3,  which  enacts,  '*  that 
the  King's  judges  of  the  courts  and  places  in  which  any 
record,  process,  word,  plea,  warrant  of  attorney,  writ, 
panel,  or  return,  which  for  the  time  shall  be,  shall  have 
power  to  examine  such  records,  process,  words,  pleas, 
warrants  of  attorney,  writs,  panels,  or  return,  by  them  and 
their  clerks,  and  to  reform  and  amend  (in  affirmance  of 
the  judgments  of  such  records  and  processes)  all  that  which 
to  them  in  their  discretion  seemeth  to  be  the  misprision  of 

(a)  3  B.  &  B.  I.  {i)  A  Adol.  &  E.  419. 

(6)  2  B.  &  Adol.  781.  (e)  2  Arch.  843 ;  2  Tidd,  924. 

(c)  3  Burr.  1793.  (  f)  2  Wlis.  Saund.  319. 
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the  clerks,  in  such  record,  processes,  word,  plea,  warrant 
of  attorney,  writ,  panel,  and  return,  except  appeals,  in- 
dictments of  treason,  and  of  felonies,  &c.,  so  that  by  such 
misprision  of  the  clerk,  no  judgment  shall  be  reversed  nor 
annulled."  In  Sayerv»Pocock{a)^  Lord  Mansfield  allowed 
the  amendment  on  three  grounds;  first,  that  it  was  an 
omission  of  the  clerk ;  secondly,  he  says  he  will  adopt  the 
reasoning  of  Lord  Coke,  and  construe  **  Sec.**  to  mean  any 
necessary  matter  that  ought  to  be  expressed  ;  and  thirdly, 
by  amending,  the  Court  only  make  that  right  which  the 
defendant  himself  understood  to  be  so,  by  his  going  down 
to  trial.  [Parke,  B. — ^The  difficulty  is  to  make  this  the  mis- 
prision of  the  clerk.]  It  may  be  in  copying  the  Nisi  Prius 
record.  [Parke,  B. — You  must  shew  some  document  or 
paper  writing,  which  the  clerk  ought  to  have  copied.]  As 
the  issue  was  not  objected  to,  it  must  be  taken  to  have  been 
admitted  to  be  right.  Where  the  plaintifi^added  the  simi- 
liter to  a  rejoinder,  concluding  with  a  verification,  and  took 
the  record  down  to  trial,  and  the  defendant  obtained  a 
verdict,  the  Court  refused  a  new  trial,  and  allowed  the 
record  to  be  amended  (&)•  In  Reeder  v.  Bloom  (c),  the 
amendment  was  allowed.  In  Wright  qui  tam  v.  Horion, 
the  similiter  was  added  by  mistake  in  the  defendant's  name 
instead  of  the  plaintiff's,  and  the  Court  allowed  an  amend- 
ment; and  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  observes,  that  on 
referring  to  the  case  of  Sayerv.  Pocock,he  found  that 
Lord  Mansfield  considered  a  similar  omission  as  a  mispri- 
sion of  the  clerk. 

Parke,  B. — The  Court  are  inclined  to  allow  the  amend- 
ment. The  statute  authorizes  us  to  amend  in  all  cases  of 
errors  arising  from  the  misprision  of  the  clerks ;  and  as 
there  are  two  authorities  for  considering  this  as  a  mispri- 
sion of  the  clerk,  the  Court  will  order  an  amendment  upon 
that  principle,  upon  payment  of  costs. 

Rule  accordingly. 

(a)  1  Cowp.  407.  (6)  1  New  Rep.  28.  (c)  2  Bingh.  384. 
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1837. 

Debenham  and  Another,  Surviving  Partners,  v.  Chambers. 

/Assumpsit.  The  last  counti  which  was  in  the  form  a  count  in  as- 
given  by  the  rule  of  Trinity  Term  1  Will.  4  (a),  stated  "^5^^311^ 
the  defendant  to  be  indebted   to  the  plaintiffs,  and  one  ^  ^  indebted 

■^  to  the  plaiatiA 

Machin,  in  his  lifetime,  now  deceased,  **  for  money  found  mnd  their  de* 
to  be  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs  and  the  said  «4for  m^!^^ 
Machin,  on  am  account  then  stated  between  them  :  and  the  ^**""^  to  be  doe 

'  on  an  account 

defendant  afterwards,  &c.,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  then  suted  be- 
respectively  promised  the  plaintiffs  and  the  said  Machin,  and  after  laying 
in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  Machin,  to  pay  them  the  said  jj*  £J|^^*^!!' 
several  monies  on  request ;  yet  the  defendant  hath  disre-  "^^^  "  * 

^  breach  that 

garded  his  promises,  and  hath  not  paid  any  of  the  said  « the  defendant 
monies."  Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause  that  the  HeUwt^enT 
count  ought  to  have  stated  the  defendant  to  be  indebted  ^^  •v^^^  d«- 

**  marrer. 

on  ''an  account  stated  and  settled  by  and  between  them,  s$mbU,ihat 

or  stated  by  them  ;*'  and  also  that  the  breach  was  insuffi-  bold  to  bail, 

ciently  alleged,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  aver  that  the  money  S^daS/to^*" 

was  not  paid  to  the  plaintiffs  since  the  death  of  Machin.  indebted  to  the 

^  ^  plaintiff  "  for 

money  found  to 

PkUtt  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  referred  to  Hooper  j^^uiJtsuted 
▼.  Vesifig  (6),  in  which  an  affidavit  to  hold  to  bail,  stating  between  them," 

»  o    UsuffldenU 

a  debt  **  for  money  found  to  be  due  to  the  deponent  by 
the  said  E.  L.  Vestris,  on  an  account  stated  between  them," 
was  held  insufficient ;  Coleridge^  J.,  observing,  that  it 
was  consistent  with  the  statement  contained  in  the 
affidavit,  that  no  debt  was  really  due.  Here,  it  did  not 
appear  whether  the  account  was  stated  between  the 
partners  themselves,or  between  them  and  the  defendant. 
The  words  **  between  them  *'  might  mean  the  plaintiffs, 
or  the  plaintiffs  and  their  deceased  partner.  The 
old  form  stated  that  the  defendant  accounted  with  the 
plaintiffs  concerning  money  due  from  the  defendant  to 

(o)  Ante,  Vol.  I,  p.  113.  (b)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  710. 
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1837*         the  plaintiffs,  and  upon  such  accounting  the  defendant  was 
Debenham     fo""^   indebted.      Besides,  the  breach   was  improperly 

V*  alleged:   it  stated,  **  the  defendant  had  not  paid.*'     Now 

Chambers. 

the  breach  must  be  considered  as  referring  tO|  and  co- 
extensive with,  the  promise :  the  promise  is^  that  the  de- 
fendant would  pay  the  two  plaintiffs  and  Machin;  therefore, 
it  is  consistent  with  this  breach  that  there  has  been  a 
payment  to  the  two  surviving  partners,  after  the  death  of 
Machin. 

Addison,  in  support  of  the  declaration,  was  stopped  by 
the  Court. 

Plaii  then  prayed  leave  to  amend. 

Parke,  B. — If  you  choose  to  demur  to  a  form  pro- 
pounded by  the  Judges  in  their  rules,  you  must  abide  by 
the  consequences.  It  is  true  that  if  the  count  were  bad 
in  point  of  law,  the  Judges  could  have  no  power  to  compel 
its  adoption ;  but  the  consideration  of  their  having  framed 
it  is  a  strong  authority  upon  the  question  of  its  correctness. 
As  to  the  words  *'  between  them,*'  there  is  no  diflSculty  in 
their  construction  :  it  means  that  the  account  was  stated 
between  the  plaintiffs  and  their  late  partner  on  the  one 
side,  and  the  defendant  on  the  other  side.  I  also  think 
the  breach  sufficient :  the  allegation  is,  that  the  defendant 
has  not  paid  at  all,  either  to  one  party  or  the  other.  The 
case  of  Hooper  v.  Vestris  arose  upon  an  affidavit  to  hold 
to  bail,  and  I  question  whether  more  strictness  is  required 
in  an  affidavit  than  a  declaration. 

Alderson,  B. — In  Hooper  y,  Vestris^  the  learned  judge 
appears  to  have  overlooked  the  word  '*  indebted  "  in  the 
affidavit.  How  can  it  be  consistent  with  the  fact  of  there 
being  no  debt,  when  the  deponent  swears  the  defendant 
to  be  indebted  {a). 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  632. 
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1837. 

Wallen  r.  Smith. 

wnLSSUMPSIT  to  recover  the  sum  of  50/.  upon  a  special  Atramptit  re- 
agreement.      The  declaration  also  contained  counts  for  don  without  a** 
work  and  labour,  money  paid,  and  money  due  upon  an  ac-  JJ^M^a^^^fij 
count  stated.   The  defendant  paid  two  pounds  into  Court,  arbitrator 

awarded  a  siim 

and  pleaded  a  set-off.     The  cause  was  referred  to  an  ar-  leu  than  20iL: 
bitrator, without  a  verdict  being  taken;  but  it  was  agreed  wa8^aMrn'"re- 
that  the  party  in  whose  favour  the  award  should  be  made  <»▼«««*  "y»thin 

"^        ^^  the  meaning  of 

should  be  at  liberty  to  enter  up  judgment,  as  if  a  verdict  the '*  pirectiona 
bad  been  obtained.     The  arbitrator  found  for  the  plaintiff"  cert,"and  that 
to  the  amount  of  10/.  10*.,  in  addition  to  the  money  paid  {oUuxedu^n 
into  Court«    Upon  taxation  the  master  allowed  costs  upon  the  lower  scale. 
the  scale  of  debts  above  ^/. 

Plait  having  obtained  a  rule  for  the  master  to  review 
his  taxation, 

Kelly  shewed  cause. — The  directions  are  that  (a)  '*  in 
all  actions  of  assumpsit,  debt,  or  covenant,  where  the  sum 
recovered  or  paid  into  Court,  and  accepted  by  the  plain*- 
tiff  in  satisfaction  of  his  demand,  or  agreed  to  be  paid  on 
the  settlement  of  the  action,  shall  not  exceed  SO/,  (without 
costs),  the  plaintiff's  costs  shall  be  taxed  according  to  the 
reduced  scale."  The  rule  cannot  apply  to  a  case  like  the 
present,  when  the  matter  is  referred  to  arbitration,  for  the 
money  is  neither  recovered  nor  taken  out  of  Court.  Under 
the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  46,  s.  3,  it  has  been  held,  that  if  a  de- 
fendant, arrested  for  a  certain  sum,  pay  a  less  sum  into 
Court,  which  the  plaintiff  accepts  as  satisfaction,  that  is 
not  a  case  within  the  statute :  Davey  v.  Renton  (&),  Rouve^ 
roy  V.  Ale/son  (c),  Butler  v.  Brown  {d).    Or  if  the  matter 

(a)  H.  T.  4  W.  4,  ante,  Vol.  2,         (c)  13  East,  90. 
p.  4M.  {d)  1  B.  &  B.  66. 

(6)  4  D.  &  R.  187. 
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1837*  be  referred  to  arbitrationi  and  the  arbitrator  award  the 
plaintiff  a  less  sum  than  that  for  which  he  held  the  de- 
fendant to  bail :  Keene  v.  Deeble{a).  So  where  defend- 
ant tendered  a  less  sum  than  that  for  which  he  was  ar- 
rested, but  did  not  pay  it  into  Courti  and  the  arbitrator 
to  whom  the  cause  was  referred  awarded  only  the  amount 
tendered,  it  was  held  the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to 
costs  (6).  Here,  the  judgment  has  been  upon  an  agreement 
between  the  parties.  The  word  recovered,  in  the  "  Di- 
rections to  Taxing  Officers,"  must  mean  recovered  by 
verdict,  or  judgment  by  default.  That  the  finding  of  an 
arbitrator  is  not  equivalent  to  a  verdict  is  evident  from  the 
case  of  Holder  v.  Raiit  (c),  where  the  matter  was  referred 
to  arbitration  by  a  judge's  order,  which  directed  that  the 
costs  of  the  suit,  reference,  and  award,  should  abide  the 
event  in  like  manner  as  upon  a  verdict ;  and  the  arbitrator 
having  awarded  a  less  sum  than  that  for  which  the  defend- 
ant had  been  arrested,  the  Court  nevertheless  held  that 
tbey  could  not  give  the  defendant  costs  under  the 
43  Geo.  3,  c.  46.  [Parke,  B. — There  should  have  been 
a  further  provision  that  the  arbitrator  should  have  the 
same  power  as  the  Court.] 

Platty  in  support  of  the  rule,  was  stopped  by  the 
Court. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — I  am  inclined  to  think  that  in 
the  present  case  there  is  a  recovery  of  less  than  twenty 
pounds,  within  the  terms  of  the  **  Directions  to  Taxing 
Officers."  It  is  a  recovery  by  process  and  judgment •  If 
the  rule  had  contemplated  no  case  except  that  of  a  re- 
covery by  verdict,  I  should  have  felt  more  difficulty ;  but 
it  provides,  that  where  a  sum  less  than  twenty  pounds  is 


(a)  3  B.  &  C.  491.  (h)  Sherwood  v.  Tyler,  3  Bing.  280. 

(r)  2  Adol.  &  E.  445. 
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paid  into  Court,  and  accepted  by  the  plaintiff  in  satis- 
faction! the  taxation  is  to  be  upon  the  lower  scale.  The 
word  "  recovered  "  applies  generally  to  all  cases  in  which 
a  party  does  not  obtain  more  by  his  process  than  twenty 
pounds. 
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Parke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  cases  of 
this  kind  there  can  be  no  hardship,  because  the  parties 
when  they  refer  may  always  provide  that  the  costs  shall 
be  taxed  upon  the  higher  scale.  These  **  Directions*' 
have  been  held  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  to  apply 
to  judgments  by  default  (a),  and  it  seems  to  me  this  is 
clearly  a  recovery  of  less  than  twenty  pounds,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  rule. 

Alderson,  B. — In  order  to  entitle  a  party  to  costs  upon 
the  larger  scale,  he  must,  since  that  rule,  shew  he  has 
recovered  more  than  twenty  pounds. 

.    Rule  absolute. 

(a)  HooppeU  V.  Leighp  ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  40. 


Kenyon  r.  Wakes. 

ixSSUMPSIT  for  work  and  labour,  money  paid,  money  in  an  action  for 

lent,  and  for  money  due  on  an  account  stated.     The  de-  ^■ffe't^hepir- 
'  "^  ticuian  of  de- 

fendant pleaded  non-assumpsit,  and  two  other  pleas  which  mand  admitted 

were  immaterial,  but  there  was  no  plea  of  payment.  account    The 

The  particulars  of  the  plaintiff's  demand  were  as  fol-  gIfSif jj^^f 

lows :-—  *'  tbc  'Ate  of 

I  St.  per  week, 
but  the  jury 
found  that  he  was  entitled  to  7«.  per  week  only,  at  which  rate,  deducting  the  sum  admitted  to  be 
paid,  there  was  nothing  due.     A  verdict  having  been  found  for  tlie  defendant,  the  Court  refuted 
to  disturb  it,  it  not  having  been  objected  at  the  trial  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  nominal 
damages,  there  being  no  plea  of  payment  on  the  record. 

Quiere,  whether  a  payment  admitted  by  the  particulars  need  be  pleaded? 
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To  money  paid  by  plaintiff  for  the  defen- 
danti  and  for  money  lent  by  plaintiff  to 
defendant,  at  various  times,  from  May, 
1833,  to  September,  1836   -        -        -    £11   18    8^ 

To  wages  from  April  22nd ,  to  September 

g6th,  1833,  at]  58.  per  week        -         -        16  17    6 

To  wages  from  October  1st,  1833,  to  Oc- 
tober 22nd,  1836,  at  ISs.  per  week     -       119    6    0 


148     1     2i 
Payments  on  account       "         -        70    0    0 


£  78     1     S| 


At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  the  Sittings 
after  last  Hilary  Term,  the  plaintiff  proved  his  serrice  to  the 
defendant  for  the  periods  mentioned  in  the  particulars,  and 
claimed  payment  for  it  after  the  rate  of  15^.  per  week.  On 
the  part  of  the  defendant  it  was  contended  that  he  had  con- 
tracted to  pay  the  plaintiff  at  the  rate  o(7s.  per  week  only, 
and  that  therefore  nothing  was  due  to  the  plaintiff,  as  he  ad- 
mitted in  his  particulars  that  70/.  had  been  paid  to  him  on 
account.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  contended  that  the  defend- 
ant could  not  make  use  of  the  particulars,  there  being  no 
plea  of  payment  on  the  record.  Even  if  he  was  entitled  to 
use  them,  they  must  be  taken  all  together^  in  which  case 
there  would  appear  to  be  a  balance  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 
The  learned  Judge  allowed  the  particulars  to  be  given  in 
evidence,  and  the  jury  found  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  receive  for  his  services  at  the  rate  of  !$•  per  week  only, 
and  thereupon  gave  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Humfrey  having  obtained  a  rule  to  set  aside  the  verdict 
for  a  new  trial, 

Thesiger  shewed  cause. — It  was  unnecessary  to  plead 


MICHABLMA8  TBRM>  1  VICT.  107 

payment  of  the  70/,,  as  the  plaintiS*  has  given  credit  for  1837* 
that  sum  in  his  particulars.  The  object  of  the  particular 
is  to  inform  the  defendant  of  the  real  nature  of  the  plain- 
tiflfs  clauD,  so  that  he  may  know  what  to  plead ;  and  a 
payment  on  account  having  been  admitted,  that  sum  must 
be  taken  as  altogether  struck  out,  and  the  plaintiff's  de- 
mand confined  to  the  balance.  The  decision  in  Booth  v. 
Howard  {a)  does  not  affect  the  present  case.  There,  the 
plaintiff  declared  for  work  and  labour  in  endeavouring  to 
let  certain  premises  for  the  defendant ;  the  particulars  of 
demand  contained  two  sets  of  items  in  respect  of  letting 
different  premises,  and  the  defendant  paid  a  sum  into 
court,  upon  which  the  issue  raised  was,  whether  the  plain- 
tiff had  sustained  damages  beyond  that  sum,  in  respect  of 
the  causes  of  action  mentioned  in  the  declaration.  The 
Court  held  that  the  particulars  of  demand  were  not  to  be 
considered  as  incorporated  with  the  declaration,  so  as  to 
constitute  an  admission  by  the  plea  of  all  the  causes  of  action 
mentioned  in  the  declaration,  and  they  observed  that  the 
particulars  were  intended  for  the  benefit  and  information 
of  the  defendant.  Here,  the  particulars  shew  that  the 
plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  a  balance,  which  the  jury  have 
found  does  not  exist. 

Plaii  and  Httm/rey,  in  support  of  the  rule. — Admitting 
that  the  particulars  cannot  be  incorporated  with  the  de-* 
claration,  yet,  as  the  defendant  has  omitted  to  plead  pay» 
ment,  the  plaintiff  is  at  all  events  entitled  to  nominal  dam- 
ages. It  was  so  decided  last  term  by  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas,  in  the  case  o(  Ernest  v.  Brown  (b).  That  was 
an  action  of  debt  for  wotk  and  labour,  and  goods  sold  and 
delivered.  The  plaintiff  by  his  particular  claimed  5L  iot 
goods  sold,  admitting  the  receipt  of  I/.  13^.  on  account* 
The  defendant  paid  3/.  Is.  into  Court,  and  pleaded  nun- 

(•)  Ante^  Vol.  5,  p.  438.  {h)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  637. 
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1837.  quam  indebitatus  beyond  that  sum.  At  the  trial  the  plain* 
tiff  failed  to  establish  his  demand  for  work  and  labour;  it 
was  held  that  he  was  nevertheless  entitled  to  a  verdict  for 
nominal  damages :  Tindal,  C.  J.,  observed ,  that  giving  the 
admission  on  the  face  of  the  particulars  its  fullest  effect, 
it  amounted  to  no  more  than  evidence  of  payment  of 
IL  13s,;  it  was  no  bar  to  the  action.  [^Parke^  B. — How 
can  the  plaintiff  avoid  the  costs  of  a  nolle  prosequi,  if  he 
discontinue  on  a  plea  of  payment,  otherwise  than  by  au 
admission  in  his  particulars.]  By  inserting  in  his  declara- 
tion the  actual  amount  he  seeks  to  recover,  or  by  ex- 
pressly admitting  the  sum  paid  on  account,  and  alleging 
a  promise  to  pay  the  residue.  [Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — 
What  would  non-assumpsit  go  to  in  such  a  case  ?]  The 
promise  alleged,  which  is,  to  pay  the  balance.  {Parker 
B. —  You  would  have  to  prove  such  a  promise :  from  what 
time  would  the  Statute  of  Limitation  run  ?  Lord  Abinger, 
C.  B. — You  would  make  the  declaration  a  special  contract 
on  an  account  stated.]  Such  a  form  is  used  by  some 
pleaders. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^As  the  objection  was  not  taken 
at  Nisi  Prius,  that  the  particulars  could  only  be  used  in 
reduction  of  damages,  and  not  in  bar  of  the  action,  I  chink 
the  verdict  ought  not  to  be  disturbed.  The  particulars 
were  put  in  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff  limited  his  claim  for 
wages  to  the  balance  which  he  alleged  to  be  due.  The  jury 
have  found  that  there  was  no  balance. 

Parke,  B. — I  think  the  rule  should  be  discharged,  be- 
cause the  point,  as  to  whether  the  plaintiff  was  not  at  all 
events  entitled  to  nominal  damages,  was  not  raised  at  the 
trial.  If  that  point  had  been  taken,  we  must  have  consi- 
dered the  question,  which  must  soon  be  determined,  viz. 
whether  a  payment  admitted  by  the  particulars  need  be 
pleaded.  Had   it  not  been  for  the  decision  of  the  Court 
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of  Common  Pleas,  in  Ernest  v*  Broum^  I  should  have  had  18d7. 
little  or  no  doubt  upon  the  subject.  Before  that  case  I 
entertained  a  strong  opinion,  and  so  expressed  it  in  Coates 
y.  Stevens  (a),  that  such  a  payment  need  not  be  pleaded. 
I  thought  the  particulars  were  given  to  the  defendant  to 
enable  him  to  know  what  to  plead,  as  well  as  to  restrain 
the  plaintiflTs  proof  of  the  claim  in  his  declaration.  In 
that  view  I  agree  with  the  decision  of  Patteson,  J.,  in 
Booth  V.  Howard^  that  the  particulars  are  intended  for 
the  benefit  and  information  of  the  defendant,  and  there, 
the  plaintiff  was  seeking  that  benefit  for  himself.  It  is 
said  that,  in  Ernest  v.  Brown,  a  distinction  was  taken  be- 
tween debt  and  assumpsit  with  reference  to  this  point ;  I 
cannot  understand  the  distinction,  nor  am  I  at  present  in- 
clined to  alter  the  opinion  I  expressed  in  Coates  v.  Sle^ 
vens.  As  to  the  necessity  for  the  jury  taking  the  whole 
particulars  together,  it  is  every  day's  practice  to  leave  to 
a  jury  the  credit  which  a  statement  by  a  party  in  his  own 
favour  is  entitled  to,  and  they  may  discredit  that  side  of 
the  account  and  believe  the  other. 

Rule  discharged  (6). 
(a)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  784.  (6)  See  Nichols,  ^1^ia»M, post. 


FouLKES  V.  Burgess. 

On  the  5th  of  January  the  plaintiff  lodged  a  detainer  when  an  tcdon 

against  the  defendant,  a  prisoner,  and  declared  in  the  JSIJerbtriedin 

course  of  Hilary  Term.     The  cause  was  tried  on  the  Slst  v><»tion,  the 

March,  when  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict,  and  signed  chirge  him  in 

final  judgment  in  Easter  Term  following,  but  did  not  charge  fo4^^e  end  of 

the  defendant  in  execution.  the  following 

term. 

R.  V.  Richards  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 
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the  defendant  should  not  be  discharged  out  of  custody^  on 
the  ground  that  he  was  supersedeable.  The  85th  section 
of  1  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  ft  Will.  4  (a),  ordered  that ''  the  plain- 
tiff  shall  proceed  to  trial  or  final  judgment  against  a  prisoner 
within  three  terms  inclusive  after  declaration,  and  shall 
cause  the  defendant  to  be  charged  in  execution  within  two 
terms  inclusive  after  such  trial  or  judgment,  of  which  the 
term  in  or  after  which  the  trial  was  had  shall  be  reckoned 
one."  By  the  terms  of  this  rule  the  defendant  should  have 
been  charged  in  execution  before  the  end  of  Easter  Term. 

Barsiow  shewed  cause. — It  must  be  admitted  that  the 
latter  part  of  the  rule,  if  strictly  construed,  would  warrant 
this  application :  yet,  if  taken  in  connection  with  the  former 
part,  the  meaning  would  seem  to  be  that  the  plaintiff 
should  in  all  cases  have  three  terms  before  he  was  required 
to  proceed  to  final  judgment :  and  that  he  might  have  three 
terms  before  he  proceeded  to  trial ;  but  in  that  case,  the 
term  in  or  after  which  the  trial  was  had  must  be  counted 
as  one  for  the  purpose  of  charging  the  defendant  in  exe- 
cution. 

GuRNEY,  B. — Are  you  aware  of  the  case  of  Borer  v. 
Baker  {b),  in  which  it  was  held,  that  if  the  trial  takes  place 
in  vacation,  and  the  defendant  surrenders  after  it  and 
before  the  following  term,  he  ought  to  be  charged  in  exe- 
cution in  that  term  ? 

Alderson,  B. — The  plaintiff  should  have  charged  the 
defendant  in  execution  some  time  in  Easter  Term. 

Rule  absolute  (c). 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  I.  (c)  See  Colhron  v.  HaU^  ante, 

(b)  Ante,  Vol.  %  p.  608.  Vol.  5,  p.  534,  semble  contra. 
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Layerack  V.  Bill. 

XHE  action  was  commenced  in  the  Borough  Court  of  A  Judge  of  an 
King8ton-upon-Hull.     On  the  6th  of  July »  an  appearance  hatno'iMwerto 
was  entered,  but  issue  was  not  joined  until  more  than  six  J^jj^*  ^^^' 
weeks  afterwards.   On  the  15tb  of  September  a  certiorari,  iasued  within 
returnable  the  2nd  of  NoYember,  issued  to  remove  the  by  the  21  Jac 
cause  into  this  court.     The  certiorari  was  delivered  to  the  rt,erefoire\hM« 
judge  before  the  jury  were  sworn,  and  he  received  it,  and  •  Judge  impro- 

^      *  '      "^  /  perlf  allowed  It, 

duly  transmitted  the  record  to  this  court,  where  it  was  and  the  record 

xii   J  wai  duly  rc- 

uled.  turned  and 

filed,  the  Court 
neTerthelcM 

Martin^  on  the  2nd  of  November,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  awarded  a 
for  a  procedendo,  on  the  ground  that  the  certiorari  came  ^"^  ^" 
too  late. 

Crcwder  shewed  cause. — It  is  stated  in  Tidd's  Prac- 
tice (a),  "  that  if  a  record  be  filed  in  the  King's  Bench  upon 
a  certiorari,  it  can  never  be  sent  back  or  remanded,  either 
in  the  term  in  which  it  is  filed  or  any  other ;  and  that  is 
plain  by  the  act  of  6  Hen.  8,  c.  6,  which  enables  this  Court 
to  remand  it  in  case  of  felony,  which  otherwise  they  could 
not  have  done.**  The  21  st  Jac.  1,  c.  2S,  s.  2,  enacts  that 
no  writ  of  certiorari  to  remove  any  cause  depending  in  any 
court  of  record  shall  be  received  or  allowed  by  the  judges 
of  the  court,  except  the  warrant  be  delivered  before  issue 
or  demurrer  joined,  so  as  the  same  be  not  joined  within 
six  weeks  next  after  the  arrest  or  appearance  of  the  de- 
fendant. Here,  the  judge  has  received  the  writ,  and  there- 
fore, the  case  will  be  within  the  43  Eliz.  c.  5,  which  re- 
quires the  writ  to  be  delivered  before  the  jury  have 
appeared,  and  one  of  them  b  sworn.  [Parke,  B. — The 
judge  ought  not  to  have  received  the  writ.]     In  Cox  v. 

(4)  Vol.l,p.4ll,ed.9. 
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Hart  (a),  the  habeas  corpus  was  not  delivered  until  after 
interlocutory  judgment  had  been  signed  in  the  court  be- 
lowy  and  notice  given  of  executing  a  writ  of  inquiry ;  and 
Lord  Mansfield  says^  "  The  present  case  is  not  within  the 
words  of  the  act|  that  is  plain ;  and  it  appears  that  the 
practice  has  gone  much  further  than  the  words  of  the  act, 
for  that  has  been  to  allow  it  at  any  time  before  the  jury 
are  swornJ"  In  Godley  v.  Marsden  (b)^  the  Court  refused 
to  award  a  procedendo,  where  a  cause  was  removed  from 
an  inferior  court  after  interlocutory  judgment  and  before 
inquiry. 

Parke,  B. — There  is  no  doubt  the  case  falls  within  the 
statute  of  James.  The  judge  ought  not  to  have  received 
it ;  he  is  wrong  in  having  done  so,  and  might  be  corrected 
by  the  superior  court. 

Alderson,  B. — I  entirely  concur :  if  it  were  not  so, 
the  judge  would  overrule  the  act  of  Parliament 

Rule  absolute, 
(a)  2  Burr.  759.  {h)  6  Bing.  433. 


HuLMfi  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Smith,  a  Bankrupt, 

V.   MUQQLESTON. 

Sembie,  that  the  ASSUMPSIT. — The  declaration  contained  a  count  for 
byWs  reTilca-*'  money  had  and  received  by  the  defendant  to  the  use  of  Smith 
tion  to  •  plea  of  before  he  became  bankrupt,  and  a  count  for  money  had  and 

« mutual  ere-  ^  '  \ 

dit,"  put  in  received  by  the  defendant  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiffs  as  as- 
given  by  the  signees  since  the  bankruptcy.  The  defendant  pleaded, 
bankra  T  the^**  besides  Other  pleas,  fourthly,  as  to  so  much  of  the  second 

debt  due  from 

Uie  bankrupt  to  the  defendant,  and  also  the  credit  given  by  the  bankrupt  to  the  defendant. 

Where  a  person  puts  his  name  to  a  bill  of  exchange  for  the  accommodation  of  another,  who 
afterwards  becomes  bankrupt,  that  is  a  credit  likely  in  its  nature  to  end  in  a  debt,  and  may  form 
the  subject  of  a  «  mutual  credit"  within  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  50. 
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lis 


count  as  relates  to  the  sum  of  97/.  lO^.  parcel  of  the  '  1837* 
monies  in  the  second  count  of  the  said  declaration  men-  hulmk 
tioned.  that  lonir  before  he  the  defendant  had  notice  that  v* 

MUOOLUTOII* 

any  act  of  bankruptcy  had  been  committed  by  the  said 
J.  Smithj  and  long  before  any  fiat  of  bankruptcy  issued 
against  the  said  J.  Smith,  and  also  long  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  the  defendant 
gave  credit  to  the  said  J.  Smith  in  and  to  a  large  amount^ 
to  wit,  the  amount  of  50/.,  by  indorsing  for  the  accom- 
modation of  the  said  J.  Smith,  and  at  his  request,  and 
without  any  consideration  paid  or  given  to  him  the  de- 
fendant for  so  doing,  a  certain  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by 
the  said  J.  Smith  upon  Melhuish  and  Company,  for  50/., 
and  payable  to  the  order  of  the  said  J.  Smith ;  which  said 
bill  the  said  J.  Smith  afterwards,  and  before  any  notice  to 
the  defendant  of  his  said  bankruptcy,  to  wit,  on  &c., 
negotiated  and  transferred  for  value ;  and  the  defendant 
further  says,  that  afterwards,  and  long  before  the  defend- 
ant had  notice  that  any  act  of  bankruptcy  had  been  com- 
mitted by  the  said  J.  Smith,  and  before  the  date  or  issuing 
of  any  fiat  of  bankruptcy  against  the  said  J.  Smith,  and 
ako  long  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  to  wit, 
on  &c.,  the  defendant  gave  credit  to  the  said  J.  Smith  in 
and  to  a  certain  other  large  amount,  to  wit,  the  amount  of 
other  50/.  of  like  lawful  money,  by  discounting  for  the  said 
J.  Smith  at  his  request  a  certain  other  bill  of  exchange 
drawn  by  the  said  J.  Smith  on  M.  &  Co.  for  50/.,  payable 
to  the  order  of  the  said  J.  Smith,  and  indorsed  by  the  said 
J.  Smith,  which  said  bill  the  defendant  afterwards,  and 
before  any  notice  to  him  of  the  bankruptcy  of  the  said 
J.  Smith,  indorsed  and  negotiated  and  transferred  for 
value ;  and  the  defendant  says  that  the  said  credits  so  re- 
spectively given  by  him  to  the  said  J.  Smith  as  aforesaid, 
were  credits  of  a  nature  extremely  likely  to  end  in  debts 
from  the  said  J.  Smith  to  the  defendant,  and  amounting 
together  to  a  large  sum^  to  wit,  the  sum  of  lOOA  And  the 
VOL.  VI.  I  D.  p.  c. 
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18S7-  defendant  farther  says,  that  afterwards,  and  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  the  defendant 
was  called  upon  and  obliged  to  pay  and  satisfy  the  two 
bills  of  exchange  above  mentioned  to  certain  persons,  be* 
ing  respectively  the  holders  thereof,  in  consequence  of  the 
said  bills  having  been  dishonored  by  the  acceptors  thereof 
respectively  when  they  became  due,  of  which  the  defend- 
ant had  due  notice ;  and  thereupon,  and  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action,  the  said  J.  Smith  became,  and  at 
the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  action  was  and  still 
is  indebted  to  the  defendant  in  a  large  sum  of  money,  to 
wit,  the  sum  of  100/.,  being  the  amount  of  the  said  last- 
mentioned  bills  of  exchange,  for  money  paid  by  the  de- 
fendant for  the  use  of  the  said  J.  Smith,  at  his  request, 
which  said  last-mentioned  sum  of  money  is  the  same  iden- 
tical sum  in  and  for  the  amount  of  which  the  defendant 
had  given  credit  to  the  said  J.  Smith  as  aforesaid ;  and  the 
defendant  further  says,  that  before  the  bankruptcy  of  the 
said  J.  Smith,  and  also  before  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  to  wit,  on  See,  the  said  J.  Smith  drew  his  bill  of 
exchange  in  writing,  and  directed  the  same  to  the  Chester- 
field Banking  Company,  to  pay  to  himself  or  bearer  the 
sum  of  97/.  10^.;  and  the  said  J.  Smith  then,  and  before 
the  bankruptcy  of  him  the  said  J.  Smith,  delivered  the 
same  to  the  defendant  by  way  of  loan,  in  order  that  the 
defendant  might  receive  the  amount  of  the  same,  and 
thereby  then  gave  credit  to  the  said  defendant  to  and  in 
the  amount  of  the  same ;  and  the  defendant  afterwards, 
before  the  bankruptcy  of  the  said  J.  Smith,  and  also  be- 
fore the  commencement  of  this  action,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  pre- 
sented the  said  last-mentioned  bill  of  exchange  for  pay* 
ment  to  the  said  drawees  thereof,  and  the  defendant 
afterwards,  and  after  the  bankruptcy  of  the  said  J.  Smith, 
but  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  to  wit,.on  &c., 
received  from  the  said  drawees  of  the  said  bill  of  ex- 
change the  said  sum  of  97/L  10#.,  being  the  amount  of  the 
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said  last-mentioned  bill  of  exchange,  which  said  sum  of        1837. 
972. 10#.  so  received  by  the  defendant,  is  the  same  sum  of       ^ 
97/L  10s.  in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea,  and  in  the  •• 

second  count  of  the  declaration  of  the  plaintiffs  mentioned ; 
and  the  defendant  says,  that  the  said  sums  of  money  in 
the  amount  whereof  the  defendant  so  gave  credit  to  the 
said  J.  Smith  as  aforesaid,  and  which  were  afterwards  paid 
by  the  defendant  for  the  use  of  the  said  J.  Smith  at  his 
request,  amount  in  the  whole  to  a  large  sum,  to  wity  the 
sum  of  100/.,  which  said  last-mentioned  sum  exceeds  the 
sum  of  97/.  lOs.  in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea,  and 
in  the  second  count  of  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  the 
damages  sustained  by  the  plaintiffs  by  reason  of  the  non- 
performance of  the  premises  by  the  said  defendant  in 
respect  thereof;  and  out  of  which  said  sum  of  100/.,  the 
defendant  is  ready  and  willing,  and  hereby  offers  to  set  off 
and  allow  to  the  said  plaintiffs  the  full  amount  of  the  said 
damages,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided.  Fifthly,  as  to  so  much  of  the  second 
count  of  the  said  declaration  as  relates  to  the  sum  of  19/. 
19^.,  parcel  of  the  moneys  in  that  count  mentioned,  the 
defendant  says  that  the  said  J.  Smith  before  and  at  the 
time  of  his  bankruptcy,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  was  and  ever  since 
has  been,  and  still  is  indebted  to  the  defendant  in  a  large 
sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  20/.  for  goods  before  then 
sold  and  delivered  by  the  said  defendant  to  the  said  J« 
Smith  at  his  request,  and  for  money  found  to  be  due  from 
the  said  J.  Smith  to  the  defendant  on  an  account  for  them 
stated  between  them  ;  and  the  defendant  further  saith,  that 
afterwards,  and  before  the  bankruptcy  of  the  said  J.  Smith, 
and  also  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  to  wit, 
on  &c.,  J.  Smith  made  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing,  and 
directed  the  same  to  the  Chesterfield  Banking  Company, 
and  thereby  ordered  the  Chesterfield  Banking  Company 
to  pay  to  the  said  J.  Smith  or  bearer  a  much  larger  sum 
than  the  said  sum  of  SO/,  so  due  and  owing  from  the  said 

i2 
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1837.        J.  Smith  to  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  the  sum  of 
„  97L  lOs.f  and  delivered  the  same  to  the  defendant  by  way 

«.  of  loan,  in  order  that  the  said  defendant  might  receiye  the 

amount  of  the  same,  and  thereby  then  gave  credit  to  the 
defendant  to  the  amount  of  the  same;  and  the  defendant 
afterwards,  and  after  the  bankruptcy  of  the  said  J.  Smith, 
to  wit,  on  &c.,  received  the  sum  of  19/.  19^.,  part  of  the 
amount  of  the  said  last-mentioned  bill,  from  the  drawers 
thereof,  which  said  sum  of  19/.  I9s.  so  received  by  the  de- 
fendant as  last  aforesaid,  is  the  same  sum  of  19/.  19«.  in 
the  introductory  part  of  this  plea,  and  in  the  second  count 
of  the  said  declaration  mentioned  ;  and  the  defendant  says 
that  the  said  sum  of  20/.  so  due  and  owing  from  the  said 
J.  Smith  to  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  exceeds  the  damages 
sustained  by  the  plaintiffs  as  such  assignees  as  aforesaid, 
by  reason  of  the  nonperformance  by  the  defendant  of  his 
the  defendant's  promises  as  to  the  said  sum  of  19/.  19^. 
in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea  mentioned ;  and  the 
defendant  is  ready  and  wiUing,  and  hereby  offers  to  set 
off  and  allow  to  the  said  plaintiffs  the  full  amount  of  the 
said  last-mentioned  damages  out  of  the  said  sum  of  20L  so 
due  and  owing  to  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  according  to 
the  form  of  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided. 
Replication  to  fourth  and  fifth  pleas,  that  defendant  did 
not  give  credit  to  the  said  J.  Smith,  and  that  the  said 
J.  Smith  did  not  give  credit  to  the  defendant,  and  that  the 
said  J.  Smith  was  not  nor  is  indebted  to  the  defendant, 
modo  et  formft.  Special  demurrers  to  the  replications  to 
the  fourth  and  fifth  pleas,  assigning  for  cause,  that  the 
replication  is  double  and  bad  for  duplicity  in  this,  to  wit, 
that  the  plaintiffs  endeavoured  to  put  in  issue  several  dis- 
tinct points ;  namely,  the  credit  given  by  the  defendant  to 
the  said  J.  Smith,  and  the  debt  due  from  the  said  J.  Smith 
to  the  defendant ;  and  also  the  credit  given  by  the  said 
J.  Smith  to  the  defendant,  by  traversing  either  of  which 
the  plea  would  have  been  answered ;  and  for  that  the  said 
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replication  is  multifarious,  and  the  plaintiffs  have  endea-        1837- 
Tonredy  by  means  of  it,  to  put  the  same  matters  in  issue,        hulmb 
which  would  have  been  put  in  issue  by  a  replication  of  de  *• 

.  MUOOLBSTOII. 

injuria,  which  replication  of  de  injuri&  would  have  been 
bad  had  they  made  use  of  it :  and  for  that  the  plaintiffs, 
if  they  had  a  right  to  traverse  all  the  several  matters  con- 
tained in  the  plea  in  one  and  the  same  replication,  ought 
to  have  traversed  ihem  by  a  replication  of  de  injuria,  that 
being  the  form  appointed  by  the  law  in  such  a  case  ;  and 
further,  for  that  the  plaintiffs  have  in  their  said  replication 
traversed  matter  not  traversable,  and  have  taken  issue 
upon  a  mere  allegation,  inference,  and  question  of  law, 
namely,  on  the  question  whether  the  facts  stated  in  the 
aaid  fourth  plea  amount  to  mutual  credits  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided.  The 
points  for  argument  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  were,  that 
the  objections  taken  by  the  demurrers  are  not  fatal,  and 
that  the  fourth  and  last  pleas  are  bad  on  the  ground  that 
they  do  not  shew  a  mutual  credit-debtor  demand  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  sect.  50. 

J.  W.  Smithy  in  support  of  the  demurrers. — The  repli- 
cations fall  within  the  rule  of  law  stated  by  Park^  J.,  in 
Selby  V.  Bardons  (a),  that  when  any  pleading  comprises 
several  traversable  facts  or  allegations,  the  whole  ought 
not  to  be  denied  together,  but  one  point  alone  disputed  ; 
and  that  the  tendency  of  such  a  rule  is  to  simplify  the 
trial  of  matters  of  fact,  and  to  save  much  expense  in 
litigation.  A  similar  rule  is  laid  down  in  that  case  by 
Tenterdetif  C.  J.  On  the  argument  in  error  (6),  Tindal, 
C.  J.,  remarks  upon  the  difficulty  in  principle  to  account 
for  the  departure  from  the  general  object  which  the  rules 
of  special  pleading  have  in  view,  namely,  that  of  bringing 
the  matter  in  dispute  between  the  litigant  parties  to  one 

(a)  3  B.  &  Adol.  10.  ih)  3  Tyrw.  435. 
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1837*        certain  and  single  issue  in  fact.     The  traverse  in   the 
present  case  is  a  stronger  instance  of  departure  from  the 
V.  law,  and  the  replication  presents  a  wider  issue,  than  that 

raised  in  any  of  the  previous  cases.  In  Faulkner  v.  Che* 
veO(a\  which  was  an  action  of  debt  for  penalties  incurred 
by  the  defendant  in  having  acted  as  an  attorney,  whilst 
he  was  deputy  clerk  of  the  peace,  a  plea  that  the  defend- 
ant was  not  such  deputy,  nor  did  he  commit  the  supposed 
offences,  was  held  bad  for  duplicity.  To  an  ordinary  plea 
of  set-off  the  replication  would  be  nil  debet,  but  here  the 
replication  puts  in  issue  not  only  the  debt,  but  also  the 
credit  stated  to  have  been  given  by  the  defendant  to  the 
bankrupt.  [Parker  B. — The  ordinary  plea  of  set-off  con- 
sists of  several  distinct  debts,  all  of  which  may  be  traversed 
under  one  general  replication.]  If  the  plaintiff  had  re- 
plied that  the  bankrupt  did  not  receive  credit  from,  and 
was  not  indebted  to  the  defendant  in  manner  and  form, 
that  would  resemble  the  ordinary  replication  to  a  plea 
of  set-off;  but  here,  the  plaintiff  has  traversed  not  only 
the  credit  given  by  the  defendant  to  the  bankrupt, 
but  also  the  credit  given  by  the  bankrupt  to  the  de- 
fendant, so  that  both  sides  of  the  account  are  in  issue. 
In  order  to  frame  a  plea  of  mutual  credit,  it  is  necessary 
to  state  both  the  credit  given  by  the  bankrupt  to  the  de- 
fendant, and  by  the  defendant  to  the  bankrupt,  and  also 
the  debts  arising  in  consequence  of  that  credit,  and  to 
shew  that  the  plaintiff's  claim  is  of  such  a  nature  that  the 
defendant  has  a  right  to  set  off  against  it  the  debt  due 
from  the  bankrupt  to  him.  There,  the  plaintiffs  not  only 
traverse  the  debt  claimed  by  the  defendant  from  the  bank- 
rupt, but  also  the  nature  of  a  claim  by  the  bankrupt  upon 
the  defendant.  The  facts  traversed  by  this  replication 
would  form  the  subject-matter  of  two  distinct  actions,  vis., 
one  by  the  bankrupt  against  the  defendant,  and  the  other 

(•)  6  Adol  &  E.  213;  6  N.  &  M.  704. 
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by  the  defendant  against  the  bankrupt,  for  the  amount  of  1837- 
the  two  bills  indorsed  by  him,  and  which  the  defend-  hulmi 
ant  was  obliged  to  take  up.  The  plaintifis  being  as- 
signees, and  having  the  bankrupt's  books  under  their  con- 
troul,  could  easily  ascertain  whether  the  account  is  true 
or  false ;  and  it  would  be  no  hardship  on  them  to  admit 
it  if  true,  and  take  a  single  issue  if  false.  Under  this  re- 
plication, the  defendant  would  be  obliged  at  the  trial  to 
prove  the  bankruptcy,  that  the  bills  were  presented  and 
dishonoured,  and  also  to  go  into  all  the  evidence  re- 
quisite under  the  ordinary  replication  to  a  plea  of  set-off. 
In  fVhite  v.  Reeves  (a),  it  was  held  that  a  rejoinder  to  a 
replication  in  trespass  for  stopping  up  a  private  way  under 
an  indosure  act,  alleging  that  the  commissioner  did  not 
direct  the  way  to  be  stopped  up,  or  give  any  orders 
relating  to  the  same,  or  by  his  award  set  out  or  appoint 
any  other  way  in  lieu  of  it,  was  bad  for  duplicity.  In 
Grjffin  v.  Yates  {b),  which  was  an  action  by  indorsee 
against  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  defendant 
pleaded  that  he  accepted  the  bill  for  the  accommodation 
of  the  drawer,  and  upon  an  understanding  that  he  should 
furnish  funds  for  the  payment  of  the  bill,  that  the  de*> 
fendant  had  received  no  consideration  for  the  bill,  and  that 
the  drawers  indorsed  thebtll  after  it  became  due  for  the  ac- 
commodation of  the  plaintiff,  and  without  any  consideration: 
the  replication  traversed  all  these  facts,  and  the  Court 
were  of  opinion  that  such  a  traverse  was  bad,  though  the 
same  facts  might  be  put  in  issue  by  the  replication  of  de 
injuria.  It  would  seem  from  the  case  of  Regit  v.Oreen  (c), 
that  though  immaterial  matter  may  not  make  a  plea 
double,  yet  a  traverse  of  both  material  and  immaterial 
parts  of  the  plea  is  bad  on  special  demurrer,  as  tending 
to  make  uncertain  what  is  the  issue  to  be  tried.  There  is 
no  doubt  that  issue  may  be  taken  on  several  facts  so  con- 

(«)  8  J.  B.  Moore,  33.    (4)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  679.     (c)  1  M.  &  W.  328. 
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1837-        nected  with  the  circumstances  of  time  and  place  as  to 
„  constitute  but  one  defence.     [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Is 

V-  not  this  replication  in  effect  that  there  were  no  such  mu- 

tual credits  as  are  alleged  in  the  plea  ?]  It  is  not  enough 
that  the  replication  should  in  effect  present  some  legal  an- 
sweri  but  it  must  consist  of  facts  so  connected  as  not  to 
raise  distinct  issues,  which  may  embarrass  the  jury  at  the 
trial;  if  it  were  not  so,  the  replication  de  injuri&  ought 
never  to  have  been  made  the  subject  of  argument.  The 
cases  which  may  be  cited  on  the  other  side  are  reconcil- 
able with  the  principle  contended  for.  In  Webb  v.  Wea- 
iherby  {a),  the  plaintiff*,  by  his  replication,  put  in  issue 
both  a  payment  in  satisfaction  and  an  acceptance  in  satis- 
faction; and  Tindal,  C.  J.,  held  the  replication  good,  on 
the  ground  that  a  receipt  in  satisfaction  virtually  implied 
a  payment  in  satisfaction;  and  that  the  one  allegation 
could  not  be  true  without  the  other.  In  Robinson  v. 
Bat/ley  (b),  the  facts  of  the  cattle  being  the  defendant's, 
and  that  they  were  commonable,  and  levant  and  couchant, 
presented  only  one  issuable  point,  namely,  the  alleged 
right  of  common.  So  in  O'Brien  v.  Saxon  {c),  the  bank- 
ruptcy, the  trading,  and  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt, 
constituted  but  one  entire  proposition. 

Cowling,  contri. — The  pleas  do  not  shew  a  mutual 
credit  within  the  meaning  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  50. 
The  credit  must  be  of  such  a  nature  as  necessarily  to  end 
in  a  debt,  but  the  credit  stated  in  the  pleas  might  never 
end  in  a  debt,  as  it  was  the  duty  of  the  party  for  whose 
accommodation  the  bills  were  provided  to  take  them  up 
when  they  became  due.  [Parke,  B. — Is  not  this  a  debt 
which  might  be  proved  under  the  commission,  and  if  so,  it 
falls  under  the  latter  part  of  the  clause.]  It  is  admitted 
that  the   debt  might  be   proved  under  the  commission, 

(a)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  502.        (6)  1  Burr.  31G.        (c)  2  B.  fc  C.  908. 
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but  still   the   defendant   might  not   be   entitled   to  set 
it  off.     [Parke,  B. — It  was  held  in  Smith  v.  Hodson  (a)        „ 
before  the  late  act,  that  when  a  defendant  lent  his  accept-  tr- 

ance to  a  bankrupt  on  a  bill  which  did  not  become  due 
until  after  the  bankruptcy,  and  was  then  outstanding  in  the 
hands  of  third  persons,  yet  the  defendant,  having  paid  the 
amount  after  the  commission  issued,  and  before  action 
brought  by  the  assignees,  was  entitled  to  set  off  the  same 
under  the  words  '*  mutual  credit."]  But  when  the  fact  of 
the  credit  ending  in  a  debt  is  merely  contingent,  it  cannot 
form  the  subject  of  a  set-off:  Glennie  v.  Edmunds  (b). 
Here  the  giving  credit  by  indorsing  a  bill  was  only  a  con- 
tingent debt.  To  get  over  that  difficulty  the  defendant 
owns  in  his  plea  that  the  credit  was  likely  to  end  in  a  debt. 
In  Carter  v.  Breton  (c)  the  defendant  accepted  a  bill  of 
exchange  for  the  bankrupt  after  he  had  committed  a 
secret  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  the  bill  was  paid  away  by 
the  bankrupt,  who  on  the  same  day  agreed  to  sell  the 
defendant  four  horses  as  a  security  for  the  amount,  and 
that  was  held  not  to  be  a  case  within  the  eighty-second 
section.  In  Clarke  v.  Fell  (d)  a  tradesman  undertook  to 
do  work  upon  an  article  delivered  to  him  by  a  person  to 
whom  he  was  indebted,  and  it  was  agreed  the  work  should 
be  paid  for  in  ready  money :  he  afterwards  became  bank- 
rupt, and  the  Court  held  that  the  50th  section  of  the 
bankrupt  act  did  not  render  the  assignees  liable  in  trover 
for  refusing  to  deliver  such  article  to  the  creditor  on  his 
offering  to  set  off  the  price  of  the  work  against  his  own 
demand.  [Parke,  B. — Ex  parte  Wagstaff  (e),  Smith  v. 
Hodgson  (a),  and  Ex  parte  Boyle  {/),  are  precisely  in 
'loint.     In  Ex  parte    Young  (g),  Lord  Eldon  says,  ''  In 

(a)  4  T.  R.  211.  {e)  13  Ves.  66. 

(&)  4  Taunt.  775.  (/)  Cook's  Bankrupt  Law,  563. 

(c)  6  Bing.  617.  {$)  3  Ves.  &  B.  40. 

\d)  4  B.  &  Adol.  404. 
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1837*         general  cases  the  acceptor  is  primarily  liable  upon  the 
„  bill,  and  the  drawer  may  be  in  the  nature  of  a  surety ;  but 

0.  if  the  real  transaction  is  that  as  between  them  the  drawer 

shall  be  first  liable,  after  what  has  passed  at  law,  and  here, 
with  reference  to  the  acceptor  having  or  not  having 
effects,  I  state  from  a  perfect  recollection^  that  when  that 
bill  passed  it  was  in  contemplation,  when  justice  required 
it,  that  the  acceptor  should  be  considered  a  person  liable 
for  the  drawer:  but  the  further  circumstances  of  each  case 
are  to  be  looked  at,  and  if  a  person  has  become  liable 
under  this  section  (19  Geo.  3,  c.  121,  s.  8)  of  the  act  he  is 
to  have  relief.] 

Secondly.  When  several  facts  taken  together  make  but 
one  single  point,  the  whole  may  be  put  in  issue :  Robinson 
v.  Bayley  (a).  In  the  ordinary  replication  of  set-off,  the 
replication  denies  the  several  facts  alleged  in  the  plea. 
Here  the  credit  given  by  the  bankrupt  to  the  defendant, 
the  credit  given  by  the  defendant  to  the  bankrupt,  and 
the  debt  due  from  the  bankrupt  to  the  defendant,  make 
but  the  single  point  of  a  mutual  credit  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute.  In  Faulkner  v.  ChevelKJb)  the  circum- 
stance of  the  defendant  being  deputy  clerk  of  the  peace, 
and  that  he  committed  the  alleged  offence,  were  distinct 
facts.  [Alderson,  B. — The  defendant  says,  the  debt  due 
from  me  to  the  bankrupt  is  a  debt  of  a  peculiar  nature. 
You  take  issue  not  only  upon  the  debt,  but  upon  the  fact 
of  his  having  a  set-off  to  that  debt.  Parke,  B. — If  the 
assignees  could  shew  that  the  defendant  was  indebted  to 
a  bankrupt  for  goods  sold  after  the  act  of  bankruptcy, 
they  would  be  entitled  to  recover  though  the  bankrupt 
was  indebted  to  the  defendant  in  a  larger  amount.  The 
question  is,  whether  the  assignees  can  by  their  replication 
put  in  issue  the  legality  of  the  debt  ?] 

(a)  1  Burr.  316.  {h)  6  Adol  &  E.  213. 
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Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — Had  you  not  better  amend  ?  1837. 

HULMB 

The  case  stood  over  to  allow  Cowling  time  to  consideri  v. 

HUQOLBtTOM. 

and  he  afterwards  consented  to  amend. 


MoRRCLL  and  Another  v,  Parker. 

X  HE  defendant  was  arrested  upon  an  affidavit  which  where  an  ■fli- 
stated  that  he  "was  indebted  to  deponent  and  J.  Morrell.  dtvitofdebt 

^  .     alleged  the  de» 

this  deponent's  co-partner,  in  200/.,  for  money  lent  by  this  fendanttobe 
deponent  and  the  said  J.  Morrell  and  one  Cox,  their  late  penons  for  ^^ 
copartneri  to  the  defendant,  at  her  request."  r^tbenr^'d 

their  Ute  co* 

Erie  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  deliver  up  the  bail-bond|  CourToVdered 
to  be  cancelled  on  entering  a  common  appearance,  upon  ^^^kJ,"*^!**  ^ 
an  affidavit  which  stated  that  Cox  was  still  alive.  to  be  cancelled 

Qpon  an  affida- 
▼it  that  the 

W,  H.  Watson  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  if  an  waai^uUfL 
affidavit  be  good  upon  the  face  of  it,  the  Court  would  not 
receive  another  affidavit  negativing  the  facts  stated  therein. 

Parke,  B. — How  can  the  defendant  be  indebted  to  the 
two  upon  a  debt  contracted  with  the  three,  unless  one  was 
dead  ?    The  rule  must  be  absolute. 

AiiDERSON,  B. — The  deponent  could  not  be  indicted  for 
perjury  upon  proof  of  the  other  partner  being  alive. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Lewis  v.  Gompertz. 
Whentpri-      JLfO  WLING  moved  to  discharge  the  defendant,  a  pri- 

foner  prerenti  a  *  t  .       t  -  .  i  i  ^i     .. 

plaintiff  from  soner,  out  of  custody  as  to  this  action,  on  the  ground  that 
tit^b^wtKm  he  was  supersedeable.  A  detainer  had  been  lodged  against 
of  an  order  of     him  in  October,  1836,  and  the  plaintiff  had  not  declared  in 

the  Court  of  «  i      ^  ^  ^i 

Chancery,  that  consequence  of  an  injunction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  ob- 
Kquiring^tico  Gained  by  the  defendant,  prohibiting  the  plaintiff  from  pro- 
^H°T**2  wiu.  ^®®^^"g*  ^^^  question  was  whether,  under  these  circum- 
4, 1.  87.  stances,  the  case  fell  within  the  rule  of  1  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  2 

Will.  4,  S4  87  (fl),  which  required  a  notice  to  be  given  to  the 
Marshal  in  certain  cases  to  deprive  a  prisoner  of  his  right 
to  a  supersedeas,  to  which  he  would,  according  to  the  gene- 
ral rules  and  practice  of  the  Court,  be  otherwise  entitled. 
Here,  no  notice  whatever  had  been  given  to  the  Marshal. 

Alderson,  B. — It  appears  to  me  that  this  is  not  a  case 
within  the  meaning  of  the  rule ;  it  is  a  matter  peculiarly 
within  the  defendant's  own  knowledge.     Besides,  it  would 


(a)  **  If  by  reason  of  any  writ  of 
error,  special  order  of  the  Court, 
agreement  of  parties,  or  other  spe- 
cial matter,  any  person  detiuDed 
in  the  actual  custody  of  the  Mar- 
shal of  the  King's  Bench  Prison, 
or  Warden  of  the  Fleet,  be  not  en- 
titled to  a  supersedeas  or  dis- 
charge, to  which  such  prisoner 
would,  according  to  the  general 
rules  and  practice  of  the  Court,  be 
otherwise  entitled,  for  want  of  de- 
claring, proceeding  to  trial  or 
judgment,  or  charging  in  execu- 
tion, within  the  time  prescribed 
by  such  general  rules  and  prac- 
tice, then  and  in  every  such  case 
the  pluntiff  or  plaintiffs  at  whose 
suit  such  prisoner  shall  be  so  de- 
tained in  custody,  shall  with  all 


convenient  speed  give  notice  in 
writing  of  such  writ  of  error,  spe- 
cial order,  agreement,  or  other 
special  matter,  to  the  Marshal  or 
Warden,  upon  pain  of  losing  the 
right  to  detain  such  prisoner  in 
custody  by  reason  of  such  special 
matter ;  and  the  Marshal  or  War- 
den shall  forthwith,  after  the  re- 
ceipt of  such  notice,  cause  the 
matter  thereof  to  be  entered  in 
the  books  of  the  prison,  and  shall 
also  present  to  the  Judges  of  the 
respective  courts  from  time  to 
time  a  list  of  the  prisoners  to 
whom  such  special  matter  shall 
relate,  shewing  such  special  mat- 
ter, together  with  the  list  of  the 
prisoners  supersedeable." 
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be  strange  that  a  defendant  should  be  discharged  out  of  1937- 
custody  in  consequence  of  an  act  not  having  been  done  by  lbwis 
another  party,  when  he  himself  has  prevented  it.  «• 

GOMPBRTS. 

Rule  refused. 


EaOAR  9.  CUTTHILL. 

xXODSON  htid  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  the  costs  of  the  a  stay  of  pro- 
day  for  not  proceeding  to  trial  pursuant  to  notice,  and  ^^^SnonuS 
•'  why  all  proceedings  should  not  be  stayed  until  after  pay-  in  t  mie  iU«i 

KMT  costs  of  too 

ment  of  those  costs.*'    Due  notice  of  the  motion  had  been  day  for  not  pro- 
ceeding to  trial. 
given. 

Barsiow  shewed  cause,  and  objected  that  there  was  no 
precedent  of  a  rule  for  the  costs  of  the  day  for  not  pro- 
ceeding to  trial  being  drawn  up  with  a  stay  of  proceedings. 

Godson,  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended  that  he  was 
fully  warranted  in  drawing  up  the  rule  in  that  form  by  the 
case  of  Jones  v.  Hows  (a),  from  which  it  appeared  that  a 
rule  nisi  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit  must  be 
drawn  up  with  a  stay  of  proceedings.  There  was  no  dis- 
tinction in  principle  between  that  case  and  a  rule  for  costs 
of  the  day. 

Parke,  B. — It  is  not  the  practice  to  incorporate  a  stay 
of  proceedings  in  a  rule  for  the  costs  of  the  day,  and  there 
is  no  reason  for  departing  from  the  ordinary  course.  The 
rule  must  be  absolute  as  to  the  other  part,  and  discharged 
as  to  the  remainder,  with  costs. 

Rule  accordingly. 

(a)  Aate,  Vol.  6,  p.  600. 


126  CASES  ON  POINTS  OF  PRACT1CE|  EXCH. 

1837. 

Shoebridoe  v.  Irwin. 

When  a  decia-  J^  HE  declaration  was  delivered  on  Saturday  the  28th 
"wdonafttir.  October,  and  on  the  following  Thursday  morning,  the 
day,  the  Sunday  plaintiff  signed  judgment  for  want  of  a  plea. 

following  it 

compauaonof  Humjrey  moved  to  set  aside  the  judgment  for  irregu- 
^™*'  larity.     The   defendant  had  the  whole  of  Thursday  to 

plead :  the  8  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  S  Will.  4,  (a),  orders  that 
where  any  particular  number  of  days,  not  expressed  to  be 
clear  days,  is  prescribed  by  the  rules  or  practice  of  the 
Courts,  the  same  shall  he  reckoned  exclusively  of  the  first 
day,  and  inclusively  of  the  last  day,  unless  the  last  day 
shall  happen  to  fall  on  a  Sunday,  &c.,  in  which  case  the  time 
shall  be  reckoned  exclusive  of  that  day  also.  Here,  Sa- 
turday being  excluded,  and  Sunday  then  becoming  the 
first  day,  must  be  excluded  also.  [Alderson,  B. — The 
rule  says  you  shall  exclude  the  first  day,  that  is,  the  day  on 
which  the  declaration  is  delivered.]  No  doubt,  if  the  de- 
claration be  delivered  on  Monday,  the  defendant  must 
plead  on  Friday,  but  here,  Sunday  being  the  first  day, 
must  be  excluded,  and  then  the  time  would  not  expire 
until  Friday. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Your  fallacy  is  in  taking  Sunday 
for  the  first  day,  which  it  is  not. 

Aloerson,  B. — The  rule  means  that  in  computing  the 

time  the  day  of  service  must  be  excluded.     Here,  if  you 

exclude  Saturday,  which  is  the  day  of  service,  then  you 

begin  counting  with  Sunday,  and  if  Sunday  be  the  last  day, 

you  exclude  that  also. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  200. 
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Wait  and  Another  r.  Coombes. 

X  HE  plaintiffs,  Wait  and  James,  entered  a  plaint  in  the  Senble,  that  a 
Tolsey  Court  at  Bristol,  against  a  person  of  the  name  of  nri  caonot  be 
Coombes,  and  thereupon  a  foreign  attachment  issued,  and  ^JjJ,!^ 
a  return  was  made,  that  there  were  certain  oats,  the  pro-  v>oda  under  a 

foreign  attach- 

perty   of  Coombes,  within  the  jurisdiction.     Upon  the  ment 

14th  of  February,  one  Bruce  filed  his  claim  of  property  caie^hOoinder 

in  the  ffoods  attached ;  and  on  the  1st  of  April  the  plain-  ^[^^,  ^^^^, 

®   ^  *  .  the  claimanl  If  a 

tiffs  replied,  denying  his  claim,  and  added  the  similiter.  Joinder  ofiuoe 
The  issue  was  entered  by  the  plaintiffs  on  the  11th  of  jaci,c.23,i.2. 
May.     The  usual  mode  of  entering  the  issue,  is  to  state  inhJ'lJrit^uid 
the  mere  fact  of  issue  beinc  joined,  in  a  book  kept  for  ^  ^^*  *'  ""•* 

®   •*  '  ^  be  tiled  out 

that  purpose,  and  it  was  sworn  that  such  entry  is  all  that  within  tiz 
is  required.  Bruce's  attorney  swore,  that  on  the  SOth  of  ittne  joined. 
June,  he  was  not  aware  of  the  replication  being  filed,  or 
of  the  issue  being  entered.  On  the  S9th  of  June,  Bruce 
gaTe  notice  to  the  attorney  of  Wait  and  James,  that  he 
did  not  accept  the  issue,  and  that  he  intended  to  apply  for 
a  certiorari  A  court  was  held  on  the  12th  of  July,  at 
which  the  recorder  presided  (there  being  no  court  day 
before  that  time),  and  an  application  was  made  to  him  to 
strike  out  the  issue,  on  the  ground  that  the  similiter  had 
been  added  without  the  consent  of  Bruce.  This  being 
refused,  the  ceriiorari  was  produced.  The  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff's  objected  to  the  allowance  of  the  certiorari,  on 
the  ground  that  six  weeks  had  elapsed  since  issue  joined, 
and  1  Tidd,  405,  was  cited.  The  learned  recorder  having 
refused  to  allow  the  certiorari, 

Manning  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  for  an  attachment. — He 
contended  that  this  was  not  an  issue  joined  within  the 
meaning  of  the  21  Jac.  1,  c.  23,  s.  2,  which  applied  only  to 
issue  joined  between  the  plaintiff^  and  defendant,  and  not 
between  the  plaintiff*  and  a  claimant 
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1837.  F.  Kelly  shewed  cause. — As  to  whether  or  no  issue  was 

joined,  is  entirely  a  question  of  practice,  and  must  be  de- 
termined by  the  judge  of  the  court.  The  learned  Re- 
corder is  present  to  certify  that  issue  was  joined  according 
to  the  practice  of  the  court.  \Parkey  B. — There  is  no 
custom  to  take  the  certificate  of  the  Recorder  of  Bristol : 
the  custom  applies  exclusively  to  the  city  of  London. 
Alderson^  B. — Is  there  any  affidavit  that  issue  was  not 
joined?  it  is  incumbent  on  the  party  who  applies  for  an 
attachment  to  make  out  his  case.]  It  appears  from  these 
affidavits  that  issue  was  joined,  though  not  between  the 
original  plaintiff  and  defendant.  Though  in  the  proceed- 
ing by  foreign  attachment,  if  a  defendant  cannot  find  bail 
below  he  may  sue  out  a  certiorari  upon  putting  in  bail  in 
the  court  above,  Cross  v.  Smith  (a),  yet  it  has  never  been 
held  that  a  party  claiming  the  goods  can  have  a  certio- 
rari. The  writ  can  only  be  had  in  cases  in  which  the 
superior  court  can  administer  the  same  justice  to  the  par- 
ties as  the  court  below ;  but  where  the  inferior  court  has 
jurisdiction,  and  the  court  above  has  not,  a  certiorari 
cannot  be  had  (6).  It  is  difficult  to  say  by  what  process 
this  court  could  do  justice  between  the  original  defendant 
and  the  claimant.  Cross  v.  Smith  is  the  only  authority 
that  a  certiorari  can  be  had  upon  a  proceeding  by  foreign 
attachment,  and  that  case  confines  it  to  the  original  de- 
fendant. There,  Lord  Holt^  speaking  of  inferior  juris- 
dictions, says,  **  The  third  sort  are  exempt  jurisdictions, 
as  where  the  king  grants  to  a  city,  &c.,  that  the  inhabit- 
ants shall  be  sued  within  the  city  and  not  elsewhere. 
Such  a  grant  may  be  pleaded  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
King's  Bench^  &c.,  if  there  is  a  court  there  that  can  hold 
plea  of  the  cause.  But  nobody  can  take  advantage  of  it 
but  the  defendant,  and  if  he  sues  a  certiorari  it  will  re- 
move the  cause,  because  the  defendant  has  waived  his 

(a)  2  Lord  Raym.  837.  (h)  1  Tidd,  398. 
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priTilege   for  his  own  benefit."     By  what  jury  process 

could  the  disputed  claim  be   tried?     IParke,   B. — The        ^^^^ 

rule  is,  that  a  certiorari  does  not  remove  the  cause  in  the  «• 

CoOMllf. 

state  in  which  it  is,  but  the  parties  must  begin  again. 
How  could  that  be  done  in  this  case  ?] 

The  Court  then  called  upon 

Manning  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  last  objection  is 
met  by  the  authorities  cited  in  1  Roll.  Abr.  (a),  and  in 
Yiner's  Abr.  (6),  in  which  it  is  laid  down,  that  **  where 
the  court  which  awards  the  certiorari  cannot  hold  plea 
upon  the  record  itself,  then  only  a  tenor  shall  be  cer- 
tified ;  because  otherwise  if  the  record  itself  should  be 
removed,  there  would  be  a  failure  of  right  afterwards.*' 
[Parke,  B. — The  rule  is,  that  upon  a  removal  by  cer- 
tiorari the  parties  must  begin  de  novo:  then  the  first 
step  will  be  to  declare  upon  the  original  cause  of  action.] 
The  claim  in  this  case  may  be  considered  as  equivalent 
to  a  plaint.  [Parke,  B. — If  so,  issue  has  been  joined 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  How  can  this  court 
have  jurisdiction  upon  a  claim  of  goods  which  are  not 
in  its  possession  ?]  As  no  judgment  has  been  given  in 
the  original  cause,  a  writ  of  error  would  not  lie,  and 
consequently  there  would  be  a  failure  of  justice :  Dr.  Gren^ 
ville  V.  Tlhe  College  of  Physicians  {c).  But  further,  there 
has  not  been  any  issue  joined  within  the  meaning  of  the 
SI  Jac.  1,  c.  S3,  s.  2.  That  statute  enacts,  **  that  no  writ 
of  certiorari  to  stay  or  remove  any  cause  depending  in 
an  inferior  court  of  record  having  jurisdiction  thereof 
shall  be  received  or  allowed  by  the  judges  or  officers 
of  such  court,  but  they  may  proceed  therein,  &C.9  except 
the  said  writ  be  delivered  to  such  judges  or  officers  before 
issue  joined  in  the  said  cause,  so  as  the  same  be  not  joined 

(a)  Tit  Certiorari  (C),  I.  {b)  lb.  (c)  12  Mod.  390. 

VOL.  VI.  K  D.  P.  C. 
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Wait 

«. 

Coomb  B8. 


within  six  weeks  next  after  the  arrest  or  appearance  of 
defendant**  That  must  mean  an  appearance  upon  sum- 
mons. It  could  never  be  contended  that  Coombes,  the 
original  defendant,  is  precluded  by  the  issue  joined  be- 
tween Bruce  and  the  plaintiffs ;  and  if  so,  no  other  party 
could  be,  or  this  absurdity  would  follow,  that  the  record  is 
removable  by  one  party  and  not  by  another. 

Parke,  B. — If  Bruce  is  a  party  to  the  suit,  and  hecer- 
tainly  comes  in  quasi  garnishee,  the  certiorari  is  too  late. 

Alderson,  B. — You  are  within  the  literal  words,  and 
also  the  spirit  of  the  act.  The  act  provides  that  a  party 
shall  apply  for  the  writ  before  issue  joined ;  and  there  is 
a  further  provision  that  issue  must  not  be  joined  within  six 
weeks  after  appearance,  or  you  may  apply  for  the  writ. 
You  have  had  all  the  substantial  advantages. 


Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 


A  •beriff  it  not 
entitled  to  re- 
lief under  the 
Interpleader 
Act,  unleis  he 
haa  actually 
aeiied  or  it  in 
potaeation  of 
the  gooda. 


HOLTON  r.  GUNTRIP. 

JLHIS  was  a  sheriff's  rule,  under  the  Interpleader  Act* 
It  appeared  that  the  sheriff  had  gone  to  the  premises  for 
the  purpose  of  levying,  but  upon  a  claim  having  been  set 
up  to  the  goods,  he  had  withdrawn  without  making  any 
seizure. 

BaU  appeared  for  the  claimant 

Gumey,  for  the  execution-creditori  contended  that,  as 
the  goods  had  never  been  seized,  the  sheriff  was  not  en- 
titled to  relief.     He  referred  to  Braine  v.  Hunt  {a). 

Dowling,  for  the  sheriff.— The  words  of  the  act  (6)  are. 


(a)  AntcVol.  2,  p.  391. 


^b)  1&2  ^111. 4,0. 68, 8. 6. 
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that  when  any  such  claim  shall  be  made  to  any  goods  or        1837* 


HOLTON 


chattels  taken  or  intended  to  be  taken  in  execution  under 

such  process,  &c..  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for  «• 

,  ,  GUVTRIP. 

the  Court  from  which  such  process  issued,  upon  appli- 
cation of  such  sheriff,  or  other  officer,  made  before  or 
after  the  return  of  such  process,  and  as  well  before 
as  after  action  brought  against  such  sheriff  or  other 
officer,  to  call  before  them  by  rule  of  court,  &c.  The 
act  provides  not  only  for  the  case  of  goods  actually 
seized,  but  also  where  there  is  an  intention  to  take  them 
in  execution.  [Parke^  B. — That  is  the  question,  whether 
it  does  not  come  within  the  words  of  the  act,  *'  intended 
to  be  taken."  Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — If  the  sheriff  with- 
draws upon  a  claim  being  set  up,  he  does  not  come  to  the 
Court  intending  to  take  the  goods,  but  exercises  his  own 
judgment.]  The  act  enables  him  to  apply  to  the  Court 
either  before  or  after  the  return.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — 
That  was  intended  to  apply  to  cases  in  which  the  sheriff 
might  obtain  time  to  make  his  return.  [Alderson,  B. — 
The  act  was  framed  in  order  to  get  rid  of  the  diffi- 
culty of  affording  the  sheriff  relief  in  a  court  of  equity. 
But  there  is  no  instance  of  an  interpleader  where  a  party 
has  not  possession  of  the  goods,  and  is  therefore  unable 
to  deliver  them  to  one  or  the  other.  How  can  we  bar  the 
claimant,  if  he  runs  away  with  the  property  ?  Parke,  B. — 
I  am  not  sure  the  Court  might  not  in  such  a  case  interfere 
to  relieve  a  stranger.] 

Per  Curiam. — The    rule  must  be  discharged,    with 
costs. 

Rule  dischargedi  with  costs. 


k2  ^ 
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Archer^  one,  &c.  «•  Garrard* 

A  plea  of  nun-     Xo  a  declaration  in  debt,  the  defendant  pleaded  nun- 

quam  indebiU-  .     i    .  .  111  •  1 

tusastoaii  quam  indebitatus  as  to  all  the  sums  mentionedy  except  as 
•um?indTten-  ^o  40/.,  and  a  tender  of  that  sum.  On  the  following  day, 
derofthatium,  ^j^g  7tj|  ISTovember,  a  summons  was   taken  out   by   the 

does  not  require  ,  111. 

a  rule  to  plead  plaintiff,  to  set  aside  the  pleas  as  irregular,  there  having 
And'xrh™*  in*^"*  ^^een  no  Tule  to  plead  several  matters.  This  summons  was 
tuch  a  case  the    abandoned,  and  on  the  10th  the  plaintiff,  still  treating  the 

plaintiff  signed  '  ^  *^  '  ° 

Judgment  for  pleas  as  irregular,  taxed  his  costs,  and  signed  final  judg- 
it  was  held  that  ment  on  the  11th.  It  was  sworn  that  the  defendant's 
the  defendant     attorney  attended  the  taxation  of  costs,  and  made  no  ob- 

cud  not  waive  •' 

the  irregularity  jection  Until  the  13th,  whcn  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained  to  set 
the  taxation  of    aside  the  judgment  for  irregularity. 

costs  and 
making  no  ob- 

jcctioD.  Erie  shewed  cause. — The  34th  sect,  of  1  Reg.  Gen.  H. 

T.  2  Will. 4  (a),  enables  a  party  to  sign  judgment,  if  several 
pleas  are  pleaded  without  a  rule  for  that  purpose.  The 
question  then  is,  whether  a  rule  is  not  required  in  the  present 
case  by  the  13th  rule  of  T.  T.  1  Will.  4  (6),  which  provides 
''  that  no  summons  or  order  shall  be  necessary  in  the  fol- 
lowing cases ;  that  is  to  say,  where  the  plea  of  non-assump- 
sit, or  nil  debet,  or  non  detinet  with  or  without  a  plea  of 
tender  as  to  part,  a  plea  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations, 
set-off,  bankruptcy  of  the  defendant,  discharge  under  an 
insolvent  act,  plene  administravit,  plene  administravit 
praeter,  infancy  and  coverture,  or  any  two  or  more  of  such 
pleas,  shall  be  pleaded  together ;  but  in  all  such  cases  a 
rule  shall  be  drawn  up  by  the  proper  officer,  upon  the 
production  of  the  engrossment  of  the  pleas,  or  a  draft  or 
copy  thereof.**  [Parke,  B. — ^These  pleas,  taken  together, 
afford  but  one  answer  to  the  whole  declaration ;  if,  indeed, 
there  had  also  been  a  plea  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  or 
insolvency,  or  plene  administravit,  then  it  would  have  been 
necessary  to  have  a  rule  :  there  is  not  the  least  doubt  about 

(a)  Aate,  Vol.  1,  p.  187.  {h)  Ante,  Vol  1,  p.  105. 
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iU]  The  practice  has  always  been  to  obtain  a  rule  in  cases  1837- 
of  this  kind.  [ParkCf  B. — ^I'he  judges  could  have  no 
power  to  make  two  pleas  of  that  which  was  one  only  at 
law.]  Then  the  defendant  has  taken  an  intermediate  step 
by  attending  the  taxation  of  costs,  and  must  be  considered 
as  having  waived  the  objection. 

Per  Curiam. — The  rule  must  be  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


Griffith  v.  Roxburgh. 

jAlSSUMPSIT  by  indorsee  against  indorser  of  a  bill  of  Sembie,  that  it 
exchange.     The  declaration  contained  a  count  on  the  bill  to  allege  a  pro- 
and  counts  for  money  lent,  and  money  due  on  an  account  ^'^biVormlle. 
stated,  and  the  promise  laid  was,''  that  defendant  after*  AtaiieTeott, 

the  omitdon 

wards,  on  &c.,  in  consideration  of  the  last-mentioned  pre-  can  only  be 
mises,  promised  the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  the  said  several  ^f  in^ali  Mtion* 
last-mentioned  monies  respectively  on  request.*'    The  de-  **y  Indorse 

f^  'f  ^  againit  indorse r 

fendant  pleaded  to  the  first  count,  no  notice  of  dishonour,  on  tpedai  dc- 
and  to  the  other  counts  non-assumpsit.     The  plaintiff 
having  obtained  a  verdict, 

Mansel  moved  to  arrest  the  judgment,  on  the  ground 
that  the  count  on  the  bill  contained  no  promise. 

Fish  shewed  cause. — It  is  unnecessary  to  allege  a  pro- 
mise where  the  law  necessarily  implies  one.  MountfordY. 
Hofion  (a),  Corbett  v.  PacJcington  (Jb).  In  Starkey  v.  Chees^ 
man(c)t  which  was  an  action  against  the  drawer  of  a  bill 
of  exchange,  the  declaration  stated  that  the  acceptor  re* 
fused  to  pay,  per  quod  onerabilis  devenit  &c.,  but  laid  no 
express  promise,  and  Lord  Holt  says,  **  the  drawing  of  a 
bill  is  an  actual  promise.*'  That  decision  was  recognized 
in  Wegersloffe  v.  Keene  (d).   In  Buckler  v.  Angel  (e),  the 

(a)2N.  R.62.  {d)  1  Str.  214. 

(6)  6  B.  &  C.  268.  (f)  1  Sid.  246. 

(e)  Salk.128;  Garth.  609. 
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1837*        plaintiff  declared,  that  in  consideration  that  he  had  pro* 
Orif  ith      cu'®^  «^*  'S*  ^^  surrender  a  messuage,  the  defendant  would 
9-  pay  him  10/.  when  requested,  and  there  the  Court  held  the 

declaration  bad  for  want  of  a  promise ;  but  the  reason  was 
that  the  plaintiff  might  have  procured  the  surrender  gra- 
tuitously, or  under  covenant  to  do  it :  a  promise  was 
therefore  necessary  to  support  the  consideration.  Lee  v. 
Welch  (a)  was  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered; 
and  in  that  case  a  promise  to  pay  is  not  necessarily  implied 
by  law,  as  the  goods  may  have  been  sold  upon  a  credit 
which  has  not  expired,  or  upon  some  other  condition. 
But  here,  the  facts  being  stated  upon  which  the  defend- 
ant's liability  arose,  the  law  implies  a  promise  by  him  to 
pay  the  amount.  In  Wegersloffe  v.  Keene{b\  Foriescue, 
J.,  refers  to  a  case  of  Lotother  v.  Cont/ers,  in  which  it  was 
held,  that  in  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  the  want 
of  super  se  assumpsit  did  not  vitiate  the  declaration,  be- 
cause the  law  raises  a  promise.  In  Bayley  on  Bills  (c),  it 
is  said,  that  the  allegation  of  a  promise  is  unnecessary  in 
an  action  against  either  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  or  the  maker 
of  a  note,  and  it  may  be  doubted  whether  it  is  essential  in 
any  other. 

But,  at  all  events,  the  omission  is  cured  by  verdict.  The 
rule  laid  down  in  1  Saund.  227,  n.,  that  if  there  be  any  de- 
fect, imperfection,  or  omission  in  any  pleading,  whether  in 
substance  or  form,  which  would  have  been  a  fatal  objec- 
tion on  demurrer,  yet  if  the  issue  joined  be  such  as  ne- 
cessarily required  on  the  trial  proof  of  the  facts  so  imper- 
fectly stated  or  omitted,  and  without  which  it  is  not  to  be 
presumed  that  either  the  judge  would  direct  the  jury  to 
give,  or  that  the  jury  would  have  given,  the  verdict,  such 
defect,  imperfection,  or  omission  is  cured  by  the  verdict 
by  the  common  law.  [Alderson,  B. — The  only  issue  here 
was,  whether  the  defendant  had  due  notice.    The  ground 

(a)  2  Str.  793.  (b)  1  Str.  214.  (c)  6th  edit.  408. 
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upon  which  a  defect  is  cured  by  verdict^  is  that  the  fact 
must  necessarily  have  been  proved  at  nisi  prius.    Suppose      ^ 
the  averment  of  presentment  were  omitted,  would  that  be  v. 

cured  by  verdict?]  StarJcey  v.  Cheesman  was  after  a  judg- 
ment by  default,  and  the  case  would  be  stronger  after 
verdict.  Henry  v.  Burbidge  (a)  arose  on  special  demurrer, 
and  Tindal,  C.  J.,  distinguishes  it  on  that  ground  from 
Starkey  v.  Cheesman, 

Mansel,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  plaintiff  shews  an 
imperfect  title  upon  the  face  of  the  declaration.  The  uni- 
form practice  has  been  to  allege  a  promise,  and  the  form 
which  the  judges  have  given  in  the  new  rules,  shews  that 
they  considered  it  necessary.  The  verdict  does  not  cure 
where  the  title  is  itself  imperfect,  but  only  when  it  is  imper- 
fectly alleged.  The  replication  de  injuri&  in  assumpsit  is, 
that  the  defendant  **  broke  his  promise"  without  the  cause 
alleged.  The  defendant  is  sued  upon  his  promise,  and  not 
upon  his  mere  liability.  The  cases  o(  Mouniford  y.  Hor^ 
ioHf  and  Corbet  v.  Packingion,  only  shew  that  tiie  Court 
will  import  a  promise  from  the  statement  of  an  agreement. 
In  Starkey  y.  Cheesman^  the  plaintiff  declared  upon  the 
usage  and  custom  of  merchants;  Lee  v.  Welch  is  precisely 
in  point.  [^Alderson^  B. — The  defendant  cannot  now  plead 
non-assumpsit  to  a  count  on  a  bill.  Is  it  not  then  strange 
that  the  declaration  should  be  bad  for  not  containing  an 
averment  which  the  defendant  is  precluded  by  act  of  par- 
liament from  denying  ?]  It  does  not  follow  that  the  alle- 
gation of  a  promise  is  dispensed  with  because  the  defend- 
ant is  compelled  to  deny  particular  facts. 

BoLLAND,  B. — Starkey  v.  Cheesman  is  decisive  against 
the  present  objection.  A  distinction  has  been  attempted 
to  be  drawn,  upon  the  ground  that  in  that  case  the  custom 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  484. 
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of  merchants  is  set  out ;  but  it  appears  from  Bayley  on 
Bills,  382,  that  no  reference  to  the  custom  is  necessary. 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Before  the 
new  rules  the  question  might  have  been  different;  but 
surely  it  cannot  now  be  necessary  to  allege  a  promise 
when  the  defendant  is  precluded  from  denying  it.  The 
defendant  must  deny  *'  some  matter  offset  alleged/'  which 
shews  that  if  the  matter  of  fact  alleged  be  true,  the  pro- 
mise to  pay  necessarily  follows.  At  all  events  the  omis- 
sion is  mere  matter  of  form,  which  must  be  taken  advan- 
tage of  on  special  demurrer. 


GuRNEY,  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  discharged. 


Where  goodf 
were  taken  Id 
execution,  and  a 
claim  waa  set 
up  under  a  bill 
of  lale  which 
bore  date  after 
the  lery,  the 
Court  difcharg- 
cd  the  iheriff'i 
application  for 
relief,  and  made 
him  pay  the 
ooati  of  the 
execution- 
creditor. 


In  re  the  Sheriff  of  Oxfordshire. 

X  HIS  was  a  sheriff's  rule  under  the  Interpleader  Act. 
It  appeared  that  a  testatum  fieri  facias  had  been  delivered 
to  the  sheriff  on  the  30th  October,  under  which  he  levied 
on  that  day ;  and  on  the  1st  November  a  notice  was  served 
upon  him,  that  the  goods  in  question  were  claimed  by 
one  Field  under  a  bill  of  sale. 

JR.  V.  Richards  shewed  cause,  upon  an  affidavit  that  the 
bill  of  sale  was  dated  the  1st  November. 

Parke,  B. — Before  the  sheriff  applied  to  the  Court  he 
ought  at  least  to  have  looked  at  the  date  of  the  bill  of 
sale,  and  if  he  had  done  so,  this  application  would  pro- 
bably have  been  unnecessary.  The  rule  must  be  dis- 
charged, and  the  sheriff  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  execu- 
tion-creditor. 

Rule  accordingly. 

Cooper,  for  the  sheriff. 


ChiliOHf  for  the  claimant. 
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1837. 

Angus  v.  Coppard  and  Others. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  trespass  against  seven  defendants,  it  u  not  irregu- 

for  forcibly  taking  possession  of  a  house  and  premises  fj^rits, "' 

situate  at  Horsham,  in  the  county  of  Sussex.     The  plain-  ^^^^  of  ium- 

*^  *  moDi  orcapitf, 

tiff's  attorney,  being  desirous  of  trying  the  cause  at  the  agdm  t  aeTeni 

then  next  assizes,  in  order  to  serve  the  defendants,  who  the 


live  in  different  parts  of  the  county,  issued,  at  the  same  ^aSf^i^JSJi 
time,  two  writs  bearing  date  the  Ist  July.    One  of  the  bebiaedupon 

one  pmdpey 

defendants  only  was  served  with  one  of  the  writs,  and  the  tndbeard«te 
other  six  with  the  other  writ.  The  defendants  not  having  **"*  ^' 
appeared,  the  plaintiff  entered  one  appearance  for  all,  and 
served  a  notice  of  declaration.  One  of  the  defendants, 
named  Medwin,  took  the  declaration  out  of  the  office,  but 
without  notifying  that  it  was  taken  by  him  alone,  and  it 
appeared  in  the  books  as  if  taken  out  by  all  the  defendants. 
An  application  was  made  to  Williams,  J.,  to  set  aside  the 
appearance  entered  for  the  defendants  on  the  ground  of  ir- 
regularity, and  he  taking  time  to  consider,  judgment  was, 
in  the  meantime,  signed  against  the  other  defendants. 
This  judgment  was  afterwards  set  aside,  with  liberty  for 
the  defendants  to  plead,  and  also  to  apply  to  the  Court 
respecting  the  regularity  of  the  appearance.  The  cause 
was  tried,  and  a  verdict  found  for  the  plaintiff. 

Clarkson  having  obtained  a  rule  to  set  aside  the  ap- 
pearance for  irregularity, 

Thesiger  and  Ogle  shewed  cause,  and  objected  that  the 
application  was  too  late  afler  trial  and  verdict.  They  refer- 
red to  Christie  v.  Walker  (a),  in  which  bailable  process  is- 
sued against  one  defendant,  and  on  another  day  serviceable 
process  against  four  other  defendants,  and  one  declaration 

(a)  1  BlDg.  48. 
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18d7«  was  delivered  against  all^  and  it  was  held  that  the  declara- 

.  tion  was  remilar. 

Angus  ® 


V. 


CoppARD.         Sir  W.  FoUeii,  Oarkson,  and  Tyndale,  contra,  referred 
to  Pepper  y»  Whalley  (a),  and  Woodcock  v.  Kilby  (£)• 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Parkb^  B.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court.— * 
There  was  a  question  of  practice,  which  arose  upon  an  ap* 
plication  to  set  aside  an  appearance  entered  for  several 
defendants  upon  two  writs  of  summons  sued  out  for  the 
same  cause  of  action,  and,  as  far  as  we  can  learn  from  the 
aflSdavits,  both  bearing  the  same  date.  The  question  then 
is,  whether  it  was  irregular  to  sue  out  two  such  writs  of 
the  same  date  and  for  the  same  cause  of  action.  The 
Court  wished  to  take  time  to  consult  the  officers  of  the 
other  Courts ;  and  they  report  that  there  is  no  irregularity 
in  suing  out  two  writs  of  summons  against  several  defend- 
ants for  the  same  cause  of  action,  provided  both  writs  be 
issued  upon  one  praecipe,  and  both  bear  the  same  date ; 
and  as  a  matter  of  convenience  it  ought  to  be  so,  as  there 
would  be  difficulty  in  serving  one  writ  upon  several  de- 
fendants who  might  reside  at  a  distance  from  each  other, 
and  there  can  be  no  hardship  on  the  defendants,  as  they 
are  not  bound  to  pay  more  than  the  costs  of  one  writ. 
With  respect  to  the  writ  of  capias,  it  is  quite  clear  that 
there  must  be  two  writs,  where  the  defendants  reside  in  dif- 
ferent counties.    The  rule  must  be  discharged  with  costs. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs, 
(d)  1  Biog.  N.  C.  71.  (6)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  730. 
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1837. 
Summers  v.  Jones. 

Jf.  MONTAGUE  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  Whereabtok- 
why  the  bail-bond  given  by  the  defendant  should  not  be  J^'^^^lUu 
delivered  up  to  be  cancelled,  on  the  ground  that  the  de«  under  a  third 

cominiitionf  the 

fendant  had  become  bankrupt  since  the  debt  accrued,  and  coart  refuted 
had  obtained  his  certificate.     It  appeared  from  the  affi-  bend  given  open 
davits  in  answer  to  the  rule  that  a  commission  had  issued  *nertforadei>t 

proveable  under 

against  the  defendant  in  October,  1S28,  under  which  he  that  ctMnmk'* 
was  duly  declared  a  bankrupt,  and  obtained  his  certificate ;  having  paid  15«. 
that  in  1834  a  fiat  issued  against  him,  and  he  afterwards  l^d'^dth^^ef 
obtained    his    certificate :  another  fiat  issued   in   1835,  ^«  fenner 

inistiont* 

and  under  it  he  had  also  obtained  his  certificate.  Under 
the  first  bankruptcy,  he  had  paid  but  8|c/.  in  the  pound, 
and  nothing  under  the  others. 

Cr^f.fu'^tf  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  the  defend- 
ant was  not  entitled  to  be  discharged  out  of  custody,  as  he 
bad  not  paid  I5s,  in  the  pound  under  either  of  the  former 
commissions*  He  referred  to  Fowler  v.  Cosier  (a),  and 
Ex  parte  Robinson  (b). 

B.  Montague,  in  support  of  the  rule,  relied  on  the  126th 
section  of  the  6th  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  which  enacts,  that  if  any 
bankrupt  shall  be  arrested  after  his  certificate  shall  have 
been  allowed,  he  shall  be  discharged  on  common  bail,  and 
that  the  certificate  shall  be  conclusive  evidence  of  the 
trading,  bankruptcy,  commission,  and  other  proceedings. 

Parke,  B. — The  defendant  must  plead  his  certificate 
specially  in  bar  of  the  action,  and  then  the  plaintiff  will  be 
obliged  to  reply  that  the  certificate  is  void  ;  or  he  may  plead 
the  general  plea  of  bankruptcy,  and  then  the  question  will 
be  open  at  nisi  prius,  and  he  can  tender  a  bill  of  excep* 
tions. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  10  B.  &  C.  427.  (b)  1  Mod.  &  M'A.  44. 
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When  a  feme 
lole  married 
before  declara- 
tion,  and  the 
plaintiff  never- 
theleae  proceed- 
ed against  her 
to  final  judg* 
meot  and  took 
her  in  ezecn- 
tion,  the  Court 
reftued  to  dii- 
diarge  her,  it 
not  being! worn 
that  the  had  no 
separate  pro- 
perty. 


Evans  v.  Chester. 

J.N  this  case  an  action  was  commenced  against  the  de* 
fendant  whilst  she  was  a  feme  sole^  but  before  declara* 
tion  she  married.  The  plaintiff  continued  the  action 
against  her  to  final  judgment,  and  took  her  in  execution 
under  a  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum. 

Dowling,  upon  an  aflSdavit  of  these  facts^  moved  to  dis- 
charge her  out  of  custody.  The  aflSdavit  also  stated  that 
no  settlement  was  made  upon  her  on  her  marriage. 

W,  H.  Watson  shewed  cause,  and  referred  to  Cooper  v. 
Hunchin  (a). 

Parkb,  B. — The  husband  must  be  left  to  his  writ  of 
error.  If  both  had  been  sued  in  this  action,  and  execution 
had  issued  against  both,  she  would  not  be  entitled  to  be 
discharged  on  this  aflSdavit,  as  she  does  not  swear  that 
she  has  no  separate  property,  but  only  that  no  settlement 
was  made  on  her  marriage.  The  aflSdavit  is  defective 
in  this  respect,  and  the  rule  must  be  discharged  with 
costs. 

BoLLAND,  Alderson,  and  Gurnet,  Bs.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs, 
(a)  4  Bast,  631. 


Rosins  v.  Bridge* 

Thef«  is  no  im*    X  HIS  was  an  action  to  recover  the  expenses  incurred  by 
with  an^ttm^-     ^^®  plaintiff  in  attending  as  a  witness  at  the  Taunton  assizes. 

ney  who  sub- 

pcsnas  a  witnessi  to  pay  the  expenies  occasioned  by  such  subpcena. 
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It  appeared  that  the  plaintifT  and  defendant  were  both  1837* 
attoniies,  and  that  the  latter,  haring  a  cause  to  try  at  the 
aasisBes,  had  sent  to  the  plaintifT  to  procure  him  a  copy  of 
a  commission  of  sewers,  which  was  accordingly  done.  The 
defendant  subsequently  subpoenaed  the  plaintiff  as  a  witness 
upon  the  trial^but  no  money  wastendered,  nor  was  there  any 
agreement  to  pay  his  expenses ;  nor  did  it  appear  from  the 
subpoena,  or  otherwise,  whether  the  defendant  was  acting 
for  the  plaintiff  or  defendant  in  that  suit.  The  whole  sum 
claimed  by  the  plaintiff"  was  21/.,  and  the  defendant  paid 
into  Court  5/.,  which  covered  the  costs  of  procuring  the 
commission  of  sewers.  The  learned  Judge  was  of  opinion 
that  the  defendant  was  not  liable  to  pay  the  plaintiff^'s  ex- 
penses occasioned  by  the  subpoena,  but  left  the  question 
to  the  jury,  with  liberty  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  The 
jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff*,  16/. 

Bompas,  Serjt.,  having  obtained  a  rule  accordingly, 

Erie  and  Bere  shewed  cause. — There  are  many  in- 
stances in  which  an  attorney  may  be  personally  liable  to 
the  party  he  employs,  though  acting  only  on  behalf  of  his 
client.  In  Scrace  v.  Whittington  (a),  the  attorney  to  a 
commission  of  bankrupt  applied  to  the  attorney  of  a  mort- 
gsgee  of  premises,  belonging  to  the  bankrupt,  to  join  in 
the  sale  of  the  mortgage  premises.  The  mortgagee  hav- 
ing consented,  her  attorney  requested  the  bankrupt's  at- 
torney to  prepare,  on  the  part  of  the  mortgagee,  requisi- 
tions to  the  commissioners  of  bankrupts  to  ascertain  the 
amount  of  principal  and  interest  due  upon  the  mortgage : 
the  latter  did  so ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  mortgagee's  at- 
torney was  liable  to  the  bankrupt's  attorney  for  the  amount 
of  business  done.  So,  where  the  solicitor  of  the  assignees 
of  a  bankrupt  tenant,  upon  whose  lands  a  distress  had 

(a)  2B.  &C.1I. 
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been  put  by  the  landlord^  gave  a  written  undertaking, 
J.  that  they^  "  as  solicitors*'  to  the  assignees,  undertook  to 

«.  pay  to  the  landlord  his  rent,  provided  it  did  not  exceed 

the  value  of  the  effects  distrained,  it  was  held  they  were 
personally  liable :  Burrell  v.  Jones  (a).  If  the  solicitor 
under  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  agree  with  the  peti- 
tioning creditor  to  work  the  commission  for  a  certain  sum, 
and  receive  a  part  of  that  sum,  he  is  liable  to  the  messen- 
ger whom  he  nominates  for  his  bill  of  fees :  Hartop  v. 
Juckes  {Jb)i  and  Hart  v.  White  (c).  A  person  who  attends 
as  a  witness  under  a  subpoena,  but  refuses  to  give  evi- 
dence unless  his  expenses  are  paid,  and  on  that  account 
is  not  examined,  may  nevertheless  maintain  an  action  for 
his  expenses  against  the  party  who  subpoenaed  him :  HcUr 
let  V.  Mears  (d).  lAlilerson,  B. — If  a  witness  ask  for  his 
expenses  and  the  attorney  does  not  pay  them,  would  be 
be  liable  to  an  action  at  the  suit  of  his  client  ?]  It  is  ap- 
prehended he  would.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Suppose 
the  client  supplies  the  attorney  vfiih  money  to  pay  the  ex- 
penses ;  if  tlie  money  be  not  paid  the  witness  might  bring 
an  action  against  the  client,  although  he  had  given  the 
money.]  There  are  instances  in  which  an  attorney,  by  the 
known  course  of  business,  makes  himself  personally  liable, 
as  to  the  stationer  for  paper,  copying  briefs,  &c.  So  a 
bailiff  may  maintain  an  action  for  his  fees  against  the  at- 
torney who  employs  him,  and  he  is  not  bound  to  look  to 
the  party  in  the  cause :  Foster  v.  Blakelock  (e).  It  would 
be  no  hardship  on  the  attorney  to  hold  him  liable,  as  he 
might  always  take  means  to  protect  himself,  by  obtaining 
money  from  his  client.  But  where,  as  in  this  case,  the 
attorney  delivers  the  subpoena  without  expressing  for 
which  party  it  comes,  he  is  in  effect  an  agent  who  enters 


(o)  3  B.  &  Al.  47.  (d)  13  East,  16. 

{b)  2M.  &  S.438.  (0  5  B.  &  C.  328. 

(c)  Holt,  376. 
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into  a  contract  without  naming  his  principali  and  is  per-        1837. 
■onally  liable :  Thomson  ?•  Davenport  {a). 

Sir  W.  Fottett  and  Bompas,  Serjt,  in  support  of  the 
rule. — The  defendant  is  not  liable.    The  word  **  attorney*' 
means  one  who  represents  another.  In  the  early  periods  of 
the  law  they  were  unconnected  with  the  Court.  By  the  SS 
Hen.  6,  c  6^  a  power  was  given  to  the  judges  to  limit  their 
number.     The  whole  proceedings  are  in  the  name  of  the 
party,  and  the  Courts  have  limited  their  responsibility  by 
not  permitting  them  to  become  bail.    It  is  true  that  an  at- 
torney may  make  himself  personally  liable,  as  in  the  cases 
cited ;  but  there,  the  question  was,  whether  he  did  not  in-> 
tend  to  be  responsible  though  he  contracted  as  attorney. 
An  attorney  is  paid  for  drawing  the  briefs,  and  he  is  re- 
sponsible for  all  that  is  subsidiary  to  that  purpose :  be 
cannot  charge  for  briefs  and  stationery  too.    He  under- 
takes to  provide  for  the  means  of  receiving  all  that  remu- 
neration which  the  Court  gives  him.     Scrace  v.  WlUtiing* 
ion  was  decided  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  the  practice 
of  one  attorney  to  do  business  for  another,  and  that  the 
ene  who  does  the  business  universally  gives  credit  to  the 
attorney  who  employs  him,  and  not  to  the  client,  for  whose 
benefit  it  is  done.     If  the  law  were  as  contended  for  on 
the  other  side,  it  would  go  to  this  extreme, — that  if  the 
party  himself  subpoenaed  a  witness  the  attorney  would  be 
liable.     [PariCi  B. — ^The  person  who  gives  the  order  to 
attend  prim&  facie  enters  into  the  contract]  It  is  not  neces- 
sary that  the  attorney  should  deliver  the  subpoena ;  it  would 
be  equally  binding  if  left  by  any  other  person.     In  HaU 
Jet  V.  Mears  there  was  some  evidence  of  a  promise  to  pay 
at  the  time  of  serving  the  subpoena.    In  Hartop  v.  Juckes 
the  defendant  by  his  contract  made  himself  personally  lia- 
ble.    Collins  V.  Godefroy  {b)  decided  that  an  attorney 

(a)  9  B.  &  C.  78.    (6)  1 B.  &  Adol.  950 ;  ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  326,  8.  C. 
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1837.  who  has  attended  as  a  witness  in  a  civil  suit^  cannot  main- 
tain an  action  against  the  party  who  subpoenaed  him,  for 
compensation  for  loss  of  time.  There  is  no  distinction 
between  the  case  of  an  attorney  and  any  other  agent. 
[Lord  AbingeVf  C.  B. — There  is  one  material  distinction^ 
namely,  that  an  attorney  has  a  lien  upon  the  judgment 
for  his  costs.  Parker  B. — Harris  v.  Osbourn  (a)  decided 
that  where  a  client  employs  an  attorney  to  conduct  a  suit, 
it  is  an  entire  contract,  to  conduct  the  suit  to  its  termi- 
nation, and  determinable  by  the  attorney  only  on  reason- 
able notice.] 

Cur.  adv.  rult 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B.^  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. — The  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  an 
attorney  who  caused  a  witness  to  be  subpoenaed  without  an 
express  contract  to  pay  his  expenses,  is  liable  to  an  action 
at  the  suit  of  the  witness  for  such  expenses.  The  import- 
ance of  the  case  has  induced  the  Court  to  take  time  to 
consider  their  judgment.  The  case  of  Smith  v.  Smithy  in 
which  my  brother  Parke,  before  whom  it  was  tried,  non- 
suited the  plaintiff,  was  not  brought  before  the  Court  in 
banc  In  HaUet  v.  Mears  (b),  which  was  an  action  by  a 
witness  against  the  party  who  subpoenaed  him,  there  was 
evidence  of  a  promise  by  the  defendant  when  the  subpoena 
was  served  to  pay  the  expenses.  Scrace  v.  Whittington  (c) 
and  Foster  v.  Blakelock{d)  were  actions  by  one  attor- 
ney against  another,  and  in  each  of  those  cases  there  was 
evidence  of  a  course  of  dealing  from  which  a  contract 
could  be  inferred.  This  is  the  first  case  in  which  the 
question  has  arisen,  whether  there  is  an  implied  contract 
by  an  attorney  to  pay  the  expenses  of  a  witness  when  no 
money  is  tendered;  and  there  is  in  this  case  a  further 

(o)  2  C.  &  M.  629.  (e)  2  B.  &  C.  11. 

{b)  13  East,  15.  (d)  6  B.  &  C.  328. 
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qoestiorii  whether  the  law  would  imply  a  contract  on  the         1837. 
part  of  the  client  to  reimburse  the  attorney. 

It  is  sufficient  for  the  decision  in  this  case  to  say,  that 
there  is  no  implied  contract  by  the  attorney.  An  attorney 
is  clearly  an  agent,  the  name  of  whose  principal  is  disclosed 
upon  the  subpoena ;  and  according  to  the  known  maxim  of 
law,  an  agent,  the  name  of  whose  principal  is  disclosed,  is 
not  liable  upon  any  contracts  made  by  him  as  such  agent, 
unless  he  thinks  fit  to  bind  himself.  An  attorney  does 
not  make  his  client  liable  upon  contracts  with  which  he 
may  be  charged.  If  he  employ  a  stationer  instead  of  his 
own  clerk  to  copy  briefs,  that  is  merely  employing  an 
agent  to  do  the  business,  for  which  he  makes  a  charge. 
So  also  as  to  the  paper  which  he  may  purchase.  He  may 
also  be  personally  liable  for  the  ordinary  fees  payable  to 
the  officer  of  the  court;  for  it  is  implied  when  an  action  is 
brought  that  he  will  pay  the  fees,  and  the  client  cannot  be 
presumed  to  hare  authorized  him  to  pledge  his  credit 
where  no  credit  is  to  be  given.  The  known  usage  is  that 
the  officer  does  not  receive  his  fee  from  the  client,  but 
from  the  attorney ;  and  if  the  attorney  be  permitted  to 
delay  the  payment  of  the  fee,  the  officer  looks  to  him  and 
not  to  his  client.  No  general  inference  can  be  drawn  from 
the  case  of  a  witness,  that  he  knows  his  testimony  is 
required,  and  that  if  he  should  fail  to  attend  without 
having  an  excuse,  he  is  liable  to  the  party  who  subpcenaed 
him  under  the  5th  Eliz.  c.  9,  s.  12,  and  also  at  common 
law ;  for  he  may  claim  a  reasonable  sum  for  his  expenses 
of  attending  to  give  evidence,  and  he  may  refuse  to  attend 
unless  they  are  paid;  and  if  he  be  unwilling  to  accept  an 
undertaking  from  the  party,  he  may  waive  his  right  and 
have  an  undertaking  from  the  attorney.  There  seems, 
therefore,  to  be  no  reason  to  imply  a  contract  by  the  agent 
where  he  has  no  interest,  and  can  make  no  profit  upon  it 
in  his  charges  to  the  principal.  There  must  in  every  case 
be  a  credit  to  some  extent  for  the  balance,  and  I  do  not 

VOL.  VI.  L  D.  p.  c. 
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for  one  think  that  the  attorney's  liability  ought  to  be  ex- 
tended. It  is.  presumed  that  the  party  must  be  aware  of 
the  law  that  enables  a  witness  to  refuse  to  give  evidence 
unless  his  expenses  are  paid,  and  if  the  client  omit  to  fur- 
nish funds,  he  must  be  considered  as  authorizing  the  attor- 
ney to  bind  his  credit.  We  are  of  opinion  that  there  is 
no  implied  contract  with  the  attorney,  and  that  the  rule 
for  entering  a  nonsuit  must  be  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


In  an  action 
against  the  she- 
riff for  a  falje 
return,  the  de- 
claration alleg- 
ing a  seixure  by 
the  sheriff  the 
pleaofnotgailty 
only  puts  in 
issue  the  &ct  of 
the  sheriff  hav- 
ing the  money 
in  his  custody 
and  making  a 
false  return. 


Wright  r.  Lainson  and  Another. 

f^ASE  against  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex  for  a  false  re- 
turn to  a  writ  of  fieri  facias.  The  declaration  stated  that 
a  judgment  was  obtained  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  against  one  J.  Hayes  for  200/.  debt,  and 
3/.  5s,  for  damages ;  that  plaintiff  sued  out  a  writ  of  fieri 
facias^  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex,  to  levy  of  the 
goods  and  chattels  of  Hayes  the  debt  and  damages  afore- 
said, and  to  bring  the  money  into  Court  immediately  after 
the  execution  of  the  writ.  It  then  alleged  that  the  writ 
was  indorsed  to  levy  78/.  2$^  Sd.,  and  delivered  to  defend- 
ants as  sheriff  of  Middlesex,  by  virtue  of  which  writ  the 
defendants,  as  such  sheriff,  seized  and  took  in  execution 
divers  goods  and  chattels  of  Hayes  of  the  value  of  the 
moneys  indorsed  upon  the  writ,  and  so  directed  to  be  levied 
as  aforesaid ;  yet  the  defendants  so  being  such  sheriff  as 
aforesaid,  and  not  regarding  their  duty,  but  contriving  to 
injure  the  plaintiff  in  that  behalf,  had  not  the  money  so 
levied,  or  any  part  thereof,  in  Court,  according  to  the  ex- 
igency of  the  said  writ,  but  therein  wholly  failed  and  made 
default,  and  have  not  paid  the  said  sum  of  78/.  2s>  6d.  or 
any  part  thereof  to  the  plaintiff,  and  on  the  contrary 
thereof  the  defendants,  after  the  said  levy,  to  wit,  on  &c., 
falsely  and  deceitfully  returned  to  the  said  Court  of  King's 
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Bench,  upon  the  said  writ,  that  the  said  Hayes  had  not         1837* 
any  goods  or  chattels  in  the  bailiwick  of  the  said  sheriff,       wrioht 
whereof  they  the  defendants  could  cause  to  be  levied  the  «• 

,  n-TM  Lainsom. 

debt  and  damages  aforesaid  or  any  part  thereof.     Plea — 
Not  guilty. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  the  London 
Sittings  after  last  Hilary  Term,  the  plaintiff  having  proved 
his  case,  the  defendants  attempted  to  shew  that  the  return 
was  not  false  by  proving  the  bankruptcy  of  Hayes  before 
the  execution  of  the  fieri  facias.  It  was  objected  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  this  evidence  was  inadmissible, 
inasmuch  as  the  falsehood  of  the  return  was  not  in  issue 
under  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  but  only  the  fact  of  the  de- 
fendant having  made  the  return.  The  learned  Judge  re- 
ceived the  evidence,  reserving  to  the  plaintiff  liberty  to 
move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  himself.  A  verdict  having 
been  found  for  the  defendant, 

Bompa^,  Serjt.,  in  Easter  Term,  moved  accordingly  (a). 

Alexander,  Buii,  and  C.  R.  Kennedy,  shewed  cause. — 
Evidence  of  the  truth  of  the  return  is  admissible  under 
the  plea  of  not  guilty.  The  rule  of  H.  T.  4  Will.  4, 
(IV.  1),  provides,  that  *'  in  actions  on  the  case,  the  plea  of 
not  guilty  shall  operate  as  a  denial  only  of  the  breach  of 
duty  or  wrongful  act  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by 
the  defendant^  and  not  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  induce^ 
ment.'^  The  question  then  is,  what  part  of  the  declaration 
is  to  be  considered  as  matter  of  inducement, ^Sind  where 
does  the  breach  of  duly  charged  begin  ?-  The  term  ''  in- 
ducement** means  only  such  introductory  matter  as  is 
necessary  to  explain  the  cause  of  complaint.  The  plain- 
tiff, in  order  to  establish  his  complaint,  must  shew  a  duty 
imposed  on  the  sheriff;  and  he  does  that  by  shewing  the 

(a)  There  was  another  point  ruptcy  of  a  trader,  was  evidence 
raised,  as  to  whether  an  I.  O.  U.  of  a  petitioning  creditor's  debt, 
bearing  date  before   the   bank-     2  Meeson  &  Weliby,  739. 
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1897*         delivery  of  the  writ  to  him.    Here  then  the  inducement 
ends  with  the  allegation  of  the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the 
sheriff.    Every  subsequent  act  done  by  the  sheriff  is  either 
in  furtherance  or  in  breach  of  his  duty.    The  present  case 
may  be  illustrated  by  the  example  given  of  the  rule  as  to 
actions  against  carriers ;  viz.  that  the  plea  of  not  guilty  is 
to  operate  as  a  denial  only  of  the  loss  or  damage,  but  not 
of  the  receipt  of  the  goods  by  the  defendant,  or  the  pur- 
pose for  which  they  were  received.     So,  in  actions  for  an 
escape,  it  is  to  operate  as  a  denial  of  the  neglect  or  default 
of  the  sheriff  or  his  officers,  but  not  of  the  debt,  judg- 
ment, or  preliminary  proceedings.     In  that  case,  there- 
fore, the  arrest  is  intended  to  be  traversable  under  the 
general  issue,  and  upon  the  same  principle  is  the  seizure 
of  the  goods  in  this  case.    The  term  "  preliminary  pro- 
ceedings" must  mean  all  proceedings  prior  to  the  attach- 
ing of  the  breach  of  duty  which  forms  the  subject  of 
complaint.    The  seizure  of  the  goods  is  only  one  of  several 
links  in  a  chain  of  facts,  all  contributing  to  shew  that  the 
sheriff  did  not  perform  his  duty.     [Parke,  B. — The  de- 
livery of  the  writ  raises  some  duty  in  the  sheriff,  viz.  to  look 
for  the  goods  of  the  defendant  in  his  bailiwick,  but  it  does 
not  raise  the  particular  duty  here  alleged,  viz.  to  pay  over 
the  money.     There  are  three  stages  of  duty :  first,  upon 
the  delivery  of  the  writ,  to  look  out  for  the  goods ;  secondly, 
on  finding  them,  to  levy ;  thirdly,  on  levying,  to  pay  over 
the  proceeds.     Would  this  declaration  have  been  good  if 
every  thing  about  the  return  had  been  left  out  ?    If  not,  it 
shews  the  gist  of  the  action  is  the  false  return :  then  not 
guilty  must  put  in  issue  the  falsehood.]    The  sheriff  did 
in  fact  seize  the  goods  of  Hayes,  though  those  goods  were 
not  available  in  consequence  of  the  fiat  of  bankruptcy 
against  him.     A  special  plea  of  bankruptcy  would  have 
been  bad,  as  amounting  to  the  general  issue.     When  the 
quality  or  nature  of  the  act  done  is  necessarily  involved  in 
the  issue,  the  plea  of  not  guilty  puts  in  issue  all  the  facts 
which  are  necessary  to  prove  its  quality  or  nature :  Lillie  ▼. 


MICHAELMAS  TBRM,  1  VICT.  149 

Price  (a)f   Thomas  t.  Morgan  (b).  Cotton  ▼.  Brown  {e)^         1837- 
Spencer  v.  Dawson  (d).  In  Frankum  v.  Earl  of  Falmouih{e) ,       waioat 
the  fact  of  the  diversion  of  the  water  was  the  only  thing  »• 

ini*  11  1*1  Laimioii. 

in  issue ;  but  here  the  falsity  and  character  of  the  return 

is  involred ;  the  falsity  of  the  return  is  of  the  substance 

of  the  complaint,  consequently  the  plea  puts  in  issue  all 

circumstances  which  go  to  shew  whether  it  was  false  or 

not. 

BompaSf  Seijt.,  and  Russell  Gumeyt  in  support  of  the 
rule. — The  defence  was  not  admissible  under  the  general 
issue*    "  Inducement'*  comprises  everything  that  occurred 
before  the  wrongful  act  complained  of.     Here  the  wrong- 
ful act  is  not  the  act  of  seizure,  but  the  not  paying  over  the 
proceeds  of  the  levy.     It  is  an  inducement  so  long  as  it  is 
a  performance  of  the  duty,  but  a  breach  when  that  has  been 
done  which  gives  the  right  of  action :  as,  in  the  examples 
given  of  the  action  for  an  escape,  the  default  in  not  arrest- 
ing clearly  forms  part  of  the  preliminary  proceedings  men- 
tioned in  the  rule,  so  here  the  levy  is  only  matter  of  in- 
ducement.   The  plaintiff  does  not  proceed  for  any  breach 
of  duty  in  not  levying,  but  for  a  specific  false  return  sub- 
sequent to  the  levy.     The  declaration  would  be  sufficient 
if  the  word  "  falsely"  were  struck  out :  the  falsehood  of 
the  return  is  involved  in  the  averment  that  the  sheriff 
seized  and  had  in  his  possession  goods  of  Hayes,  but  re- 
turned that  he  had  none.     It  will  be  found  that  in  all  the 
cases  in  which  the  plea  of  not  guilty  puts  in  issue  more 
than  the  mere  wrongful  act,  there  is  no  inducement  in  the 
sense  above  stated.    In  TAomas  v.  Morgan,  which  was  an 
action  for  injury  done  to  the  plaintiff's  cattle  by  the  de- 
fendant's dogs,  the  scienter  was  involved  in  the  issue,  as 
parcel  of  the  wrongful  act  charged.     So,  in  Spencer  v. 
Dawson,  the  wrongful  act  consbted  in  falsely  warranting 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  432.  (d)  i  M.  ft  Rob.  562. 

(6)  Ante,  VoL  4,  p.  223.  («)  2  Adol.  &  £.  462. 

(e)  3  Adol.  &  £.  312. 
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1837-         as  sound  a  horse  which  was  in  fact  unsound,  consequently 
Wright       *^®  wrongful  act  involved   both   the   warranty  and   the 
V-  soundness.     In  Cotton  v.  Brown^  which  was  an  action  for 

maliciously  indicting  the  plaintiff  without  probable  cause, 
Patteson,  J.,  says, :  '*  Some  cases  have  been  referred  to  in 
which  the  plaintiff  makes  an  assertion  of  right,  and  then 
complains  of  an  injury  done  in  respect  of  it ;  and  there,  it 
is  proper  for  the  defendant  to  answer  by  denying  the 
right.  But  here,  there  is  no  such  assertion  of  right;  the 
whole  matter  alleged  in  the  declaration  is  an  act  of  injury." 
FranJcum  v.  Earl  of  Falmouth  is  precisely  in  point.  There 
the  plaintiff  declared  that  he  was  possessed  of  a  mill,  and 
by  reason  thereof  was  entitled  to  the  use  of  a  certain  stream 
for  the  mill,  and  that  the  water  ought  to  run  and  flow  to  the 
mill,  and  that  the  defendant  wrongfully  and  injuriously  di- 
verted the  same:  the  Court  held  that  the  only  matter  in  is- 
sue was  the  fact  of  the  diversion,  and  that  the  right  to  the 
use  of  the  stream  as  claimed  was  admitted.  There,  unless 
the  plaintiff^s  right  to  the  watercourse  was  properly  set  out 
in  the  declaration,  there  was  no  wrongful  act  committed  by 
the  defendant's  diversion  of  it.  So  here,  the  return  is  the 
breach  of  duty  charged,  and  its  wrongfulness  depends 
upon  the  previous  inducement.  [ParkCy  B. — The  ques- 
tion is,  if  the  sheriff  sells  and  does  not  pay  over  the  mo- 
ney, would  an  action  on  the  case  lie  against  him  without 
alleging  a  false  return]. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Abingbr,  C.  B.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. — This  was  an  action  against  the  sheriff  for  a  false 
return,  and  the  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff  had 
obtained  a  judgment  against  a  debtor,  and  had  issued  a  writ 
of  execution  on  that  judgment,  and  placed  it  in  the  hands  of 
the  sheriff;  that  the  sheriff  had  levied  on  the  goods  of  the 
debtor,  and  received  the  money ;  and  it  then  went  on  to 
charge  the  sheriff,  that  notwithstanding  he  had  made  the 
levy  and  received  the  money,  he  had  made  a  false  return 
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of  nulla  bona.     There  was  the  simple  plea  of  not  guilty*         1837. 
At  the  trial,  my  brother  Bompas  contended  that  the  al-      I„  '    '"^ 

/.        11  Wright 

leged   return   of  nulla  bona,  and  nothing  else,   was   in  v. 

issue;  on  the  other  hand  it  was  contended,  that  the  ge-  ^""o''* 
neral  issue  gave  the  defendants  an  opportunity  of  shew- 
ing that  they  had  not  committed  any  breach  of  duty,  for 
that  they  had  not  levied  on  the  goods  of  the  defendant 
in  the  original  action,  he  having  become  a  bankrupt.  I 
was  then  disposed  to  agree  in  that  interpretation  of  the 
new  rule ;  but  as  it  was  the  first  case  in  which  the  point 
had  arisen  on  a  question  of  that  nature,  I  saved  the  point 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  agreed  to  go  into  the  case.  Accord- 
i>igly»  (he  case  has  been  argued  before  the  Court,  and  we 
have  all  come  to  an  opinion,  on  a  full  consideration  of  the 
new  rules,  that  the  only  matter  in  issue  upon  the  plea  of 
not  guilty  is  the  fact  of  the  sheriff  having  the  money  in 
his  custody,  and  his  making  a  false  return;  and  therefore 
we  think  the  verdict  ought  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  rule  is,  that  *'  in  all  actions  on  the  case,  the  plea  of 
not  guilty  shall  operate  as  a  denial  only  of  the  breach  of 
duty,  or  wrongful  act  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by 
the  defendant,  and  not  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  induce- 
ment" The  question  is,  what  does  inducement  mean? 
We  are  of  opinion,  that,  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
rule,  every  thing  is  included  in  it,  which  does  not  involve 
the  specific  charge  of  a  breach  of  duty.  Now  it  cannot 
be  said  that  the  sheriff  committed  a  breach  of  duty  in 
executing  the  writ,  for  the  declaration  alleges  that  he  did 
execute  it  on  the  goods  of  the  debtor,  and  that  by  that 
process  he  obtained  the  price  of  the  goods,  equal  to  the 
debt  demanded ;  but  then  comes  the  breach  of  duty,  viz. 
that  he  neglected  to  bring  the  money  into  Court,  but 
returned  falsely  that  there  were  no  goods  of  the  debtor 
in  his  bailiwick.  The  breach  of  duty  then  consists  of  two 
parts :  first,  of  the  fact  of  his  not  having  the  money 
ready ;  and,  secondly,  his  making  such  a  return.  A  doubt 
occurred  to  me  at  the  trial,  whether  the  plea  of  not  guilty 
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was  not  confined  merely  to  that  part  of  the  return  which 
was  matter  of  record ;  but,  upon  consideratioui  I  think  it 
involves  matter  of  fact  as  well  as  matter  of  record,  which 
matter  of  fact  (the  sheriff's  having  the  money  ready  to 
deliver)  and  matter  of  record,  being  bound  up  together  in 
a  single  issue,  must  go  to  the  jury,  as  is  the  case  where- 
ever  law  and  fact  are  blended  together.  We  think, 
therefore,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  verdict ;  but  as  this 
is  the  first  time  the  question  has  arisen,  the  Court  are  dis* 
posed  to  allow  the  defendant  a  new  trial,  upon  payment  of 
costs,  with  liberty  to  amend  his  plea. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 


In  an  action  Buti  Subsequently  moved  for  leave  to  add  a  plea  travers- 

agaioBt  the  the*  -^  j  r 

riffforaftifle  ing  the  averment  in  the  declaration,  that  the  defendants 

bona,  the'de-^  seiaed  the  goods  of  Hayes  (the  bankrupt),  and  also  a  plea 

UnkrS^t"*  S"*  ^^sclosing  the  dates  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy  and  of  the 

the  debtor,  the  issuing  of  the  fiat :   the  act  of  bankruptcy  was  before  the 

Court  refuted  to        .  .  i        *•         1. 1  .  -i       r.  . 

allow  the  de-  scizure,  but  the  fiat  did  not  issue  until  after ;  it  was 
twopieu,one  A^refore  doubtful  whether  the  proposed  defence  was 
traversing  the     available  Under  the  first  plea. 

seisure  of  the  *^ 

goods  of  the 

another  setting  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — At  the  time  of  the  seizure  the 
of'Ae'art  0?"  goods  belonged  to  the  assignees  by  relation  to  the  time 
bankruptcy  and  when  the  act  of  bankruptcy  was  committed,  although  the 

ofthefiatofthe  .  .  .,  .  , 

defendant  in  the  fiat  did  not  issue  Until  after  the  seizure.     To  prove  the 
ngina  a   on.    gjjQ|.jg|^  plea,  you  must  prove  the  trading,  the  petitioning 

creditor's  debt,  and  an  act  of  bankruptcy  before  the  date 
of  the  levy. 

Alderson,  B. — If  these  two  pleas  were  allowed,  it  would 
be  introducing  all  the  evil  of  double  pleading,  which  the 
new  rules  were  intended  to  prevent.  You  may  take  which 
of  them  you  choose. 

Motion  refused. 
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Le  Fevre  r.  MoLiNEux. 

JK.  V,  RICHARDS  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  ob-  on  the  5(h 
tained  hy  James  for  setting  aside  an  interlocutory  judg-  deLndanVob* 
ment  for  irregularity.     It  appeared   that  on  the  5th  of  tainedamomii'* 
September,  the  time  for  pleading  having  expired,  an  order  plead,  taking 
was  made  by  Mr.  Justice  Williams^  **  that  the  defendant  \r'Mifo!^hefir*t 
should  have  a  month's  further  time  to  plead,  takin<r  short  ""/n^*  «wrm; 

'  '  ^  -—Held,  that, 

notice  of  trial,  if  necessary,  for  the  first  sittings  in  term."  nevenbeieM, 
Judgment  was  signed  for  want  of  a  plea  upon  the  SIst  of  Ume  did  not 
October.     Richards  contended   that   the  judgment  was  Xr7he'24"h'' 
regular,  inasmuch  as,  if  the  time  for  pleading  did  not  begin  October. 
to  run  until  after  the  24th  of  October,  it  was  impossible 
that  the  plaintiff  could  try  the  cause  at  the  first  sittings  in 
term. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — The  question  has  been  decided 
in  Trinder  v.  Smedley  (a).  It  is  true,  that,  if  the  defendant 
was  not  bound  to  plead  until  after  the  24th  of  October, 
the  plaintiff  could  not  try  at  the  first  sittings  in  term  ;  but  I 
apprehend  the  meaning  of  the  learned  Judge  was,  that  at 
all  events  the  defendant  was  to  take  short  notice  of  (rial. 
I  think  the  time  for  pleading  did  not  commence  until  after 
the  24th  of  October,  and  therefore  the  rule  must  be  abso- 
lute to  set  aside  the  judgment,  without  costs. 

Parke,  B.— I  think  the  time  between  the  10th  of 
August  and  24th  of  October  ought  to  be  excluded. 

Aldekson,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  87. 
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1837. 


Where  issue 
is  joined  in  a 
country  cause 
in  Easter  Term, 
and  no  notice 
of  trial  has  been 
given,  it  is  too 
soon  to  move 
for  judgment 
as  in  case  of  a 
nonsuit  in  the 
following 
Michaelmas 
Term. 


Smith  v.  Miller. 

JDAYLEY  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  obtained  by 
Wightman  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit.  It  was 
a  country  cause,  and  issue  was  joined  in  Easter  Term 
last,  but  no  notice  of  trial  was  given.  He  contended  that 
the  application  was  too  early,  and  referred  to  Gough  v. 
White  id). 

Wightman^  in  support  of  the  rule,  cited  Robinson  v. 
Taylor  (6),  in  which  it  was  held,  that,  where  issue  was  joined 
in  a  country  cause  in  Easter  vacation,  but  no  notice  of 
trial  was  given,  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit  might  be 
moved  for  in  the  following  Michaelmas  Term. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  always  understood  the  prac- 
tice to  be,  that,  when  a  party  has  not  given  notice  of 
trial,  he  is  at  liberty,  in  a  town  cause,  to  have  two  oppor- 
tunities of  going  to  trial  before  a  motion  can  be  made  for 
judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit;  and,  upon  the  same 
principle,  in  a  country  cause,  two  Assizes  must  elapse. 
The  motion  should  not  have  been  made  until  the  second 
Assize  had  passed. 

Parke,  B. — According  to  the  former  practice,  the  ap- 
plication is  too  soon ;  and  Gough  v.  White  has  made  no 
alteration. 

Alderson,  B.— It  is  desirable  to  have  one  general  rule 
in  cases  in  which  no  notice  of  trial  had  been  given;  other- 
wise there  would  be  one  rule  for  the  sheriffs'  courts,  and 
another  for  the  superior  courts.  It  has  been  decided,  that, 
in  a  case  to  be  tried  before  the  sheriff,  the  motion  for 
judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit  cannot  be  made  until 
after  the  expiration  of  two  terms. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs, 
(flf)  Ante,  Vol,  5,  p.  585,  n.  {h)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  518. 
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Thompson  v.  Gill. 

wVlGHTMAN  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  The  pbinUflr, 
Master  should  not  disallow  the  plaintiff  his  costs  of  the  auended  defen- 
action,  and  why  the  plaintiff  should  not  pay  the  defend-  tho'djd*^!*^*'' 
ant  his  costs,  or  why  the  plaintiff's  proceedings  should  not  ^^^^  ^<h 
be  set  aside,  and  why  the  plaintin  should  not  pay  the  bill  for  tuch 
costs  of  this  application.     It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  amounterto 
an  apothecary,  had  attended  an  adult  daughter  of  the  }}}'  ^^':  ^f^ 
defendant,  who  did  not  reside  with  him,  and  his  bill  for  also  attended 
such  attendance  amounted  to  18/.  19^.  6c/.  The  plaintiff  had  vant,  and  had  ' 
also  attended  a  servant  of  the  defendant,  and  had  delivered  guch  Attendance 
a  distinct  bill  for  such  claim,  amountinir   to  1/.  0*.  6rf.  *  distinct  bill, 

.11  1  -  amounting  to 

This  latter  claim  was  not  disputed  by  the  defendant,  but  u  o«.  6</. 
the  former,  he  contended,  he  was  not  liable  to  pay.     On  sued  out  a^writ, 
the  15th  October,  1836,   the  plaintiff  issued  a  writ,   in-  i"/°?*^  ^^ 
dorsed  18/.  19*.  6rf.,  and  on  the  25th  November  following  but,  when  be 
a  declaration  was  delivered,  and  particulars  of  demand,  aertedinhis 
by  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  not  only  the  18/.  19*.  6c/.,  SJhcr  claim  of 
but  also   the  1/.  0*.  6c/.     The  defendant  pleaded   non-  if:^':^/] 

*^  The  defendant 

assumpsit,  except  as  to  1/.  0*.  6d.,  and  payment  of  that  paid  this  latter 
sum  into  Court.     The  plaintiff  replied  by  accepting  that  court,  which 
sum  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge.    The  defendant  re-  J^ij^^ou"-'^ 
sided  within  the  liberty  of  a  local  court  for  the  recovery  satisfaction. 

A  wT  .11  1        '^^^  defendant 

of  debts  under  40^.  Wightman  submitted,  that,  as  the  resided  within 
two  accounts  were  kept  distinct,  and  the  plaintiff  having  ij^^ai  cou't^for 
by  his  writ   claimed    only   one  of  them,   the  defendant  t*;e  "covery 

^  "^  '  of  debts  to  the 

naturally  supposed  that  he  was  suing  only  for  the  dis-  amount  of  40^. : 

1  111  I  *       •  •  1       — Held,  that,  as 

puted  account,  and  that  he  ought  not,  by  msertmg  the  the  plaintiff 
1/.  0*.  6c/.  in  his  particular,  to  render  the  defendant  liable  defe^dam  by  ' 

for  costs.      If  the  1/.  0s.6d.  had  been  included   in  the  the  indorse- 
ment, he  was 
amount  claimed  on  the  writ,  the  defendant  might  have  not  entitled  to 

taken  out  a  summons  to  stay  proceedings  on  payment  of 
that  sum  ;  but  by  omitting  it  in  the  first  instance,  and  after- 
wards inserting  it  in  his  particular,  the    defendant  had 

M  2 
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^      '\       been  misled,  and  a  species  of  fraud  was  practised  upon 

Thompson       him. 


V. 

Gill. 


R,  Alexander  shewed  cause  upon  an  affidavit,  stating 
that  the  plaintiff  considered  the  defendant  liable  for  both 
debts,  but  no  reason  was  given  for  not  prosecuting  the 
action  for  the  18/.  19^.  6d,  He  contended,  that,  as  the 
defendant  had  not  tendered  (he  1/.  Os,  6d.  before  action 
brought,  but  had  paid  it  into  Court  generally,  the  plaintiff 
was  clearly  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  action. 

Per  Curiam. — The  plaintiff  has  taken  out  of  Court  a 
sumwhich  he  did  not  claim  by  his  writ,  and  now,  without 
giving  any  reason  for  it,  abandons  altogether  the  only 
claim  to  which  the  writ  applied.  By  confining  the  in- 
dorsement to  18/.  I9s.  6d.,  he  induced  the  defendant  to 
suppose  that  he  was  not  suing  for  the  \l,0s.6d.y  and 
thereby  precluded  him  from  taking  out  a  summons  to  stay 
proceedings  upon  the  payment  of  that  sum,  without  costs, 
which  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  do,  it  being  under 
40^.  Had  such  a  summons  been  taken  out,  and  opposed 
by  the  plaintiff  on  the  ground  that  he  claimed  a  larger 
sum,  an  indorsement  to  that  effect  would  have  been  made 
upon  the  summons,  and  the  defendant  would  have  been 
entitled  to  his  costs  subsequently  to  the  summons.  The 
rule  for  disallowing  the  plaintiff  his  costs  of  the  action 
must  be  made  absolute  ;  but,  as  the  defendant  has  not 
placed  himself  in  a  situation  to  ask  for  his  costs  of  the 
action,  that  part  of  the  rule  must  be  discharged,  and  con- 
sequently he  cannot  have  the  costs  of  this  application. 

Rule  accordingly. 
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VVarnk  r.  Berksfokd. 

JLIEBT  for  goods  sold  delivered.     Plea,    that  plaintiff  To  debt  for 
commenced  his  action  against  the  defendant  after   the  defendamt*** 
making  of  a  certain  act  of  Parliament,  made  in  the  23rd  Pjfaded  the 

®  ^  '  Westminster 

year  of  the  reign  of  our  late  Sovereign  Lord  George  the  Court  of  Re- 
Second,  late  King  of  Great  Britain,  intituled  "  An  Act  After  plea,  and 
for  the  more  easy   and  speedy  recovery  of  small  debts  JhatTcrw*' 
within  the  city  and  liberty  of  Westminster  and  that  part  wpeaied  by 

/.111  /»r  i-if»ii  t9  1    «nother,  which 

of  the  duchy  of  Lancaster  which  adjometh  thereto ;     and  conuined  no 
that,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  said  action,  ?perting"acd"oni 
he,  the  defendant,  was  an  inhabitant  and  resident  witiiin  the  ^***"  ?f"l*"*L' 

A  verdict  having 

said  city  and  liberty  of  Westminster,  and  then  was  and  still  been  found  for 
is  liable  to  be  warned  or  summoned  before  the  Court  of  Re*  iieU,  that  the 
quests  in  the  said  act  mentioned.     And  the  defendant  fur-  endtied  to" 
ther  saith,  that  he  was  not  at  the  time  of  the  commence-  judgment  non 

obstante  vere* 

ment  of  such  action  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  any  sum  or  dicto. 
sums  of  money  amounting  to  the  snmof  40^.  Replication, 
that  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  the  coinmenccmcnt  of 
the  said  action,  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff,  upon  and  by 
virtue  of  the  cause  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
in  a  larger  sum  than  40^.,  modo  et  formft;  upon  which  is- 
sue was  joined,  and  a  verdict  found  for  the  defendant. 

After  plea  pleaded,  and  before  trial,  the  S3  Geo.  ^,  c. 
xxvii.  was  repealed  by  the  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  cxxxvii.  (a), 


(a)  Section  37  enacts,  "  That  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  com- 
missioners, and  they  are  hereby 
impowered  and  enabled  to  decide 
and  determine  all  disputes  and 
differences  between  party  and 
party  for  any  sum  of  money  not 
exceedin^^t;e/7oun(/5,  in  all  actions 
or  causes  of  debt,  except  as  here- 
inafter is  mentioned.*' 

Sect.  3S.  •*  Provided  always,  and 
be  it  further  enacted,  that  nothing 


in  this  act  contained  shall  extend 
or  be  construed  to  extend,  so  as 
to  enable  the  said  court  to  enter- 
tain or  determine  any  dispute  or 
difference  whatsoever,  in  respect 
of  any  act  done  in  execution  or 
discharge  of  uuy  public  office  or 
employ,  or  in  respect  of  any  lia- 
bility or  supposed  liability  implied 
in  or  inferred  from  the  holding 
of  such  office  or  employment,  or 
arising  therefrom,  or  in   consc- 
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1837. 
Warne 

V. 
BfiRESFORD. 


which  contains  no  provision  respecting  actions  then  pend- 
ing. A  rule  having  been  obtained  by  Wightman  to  enter 
up  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  non  obstante  veredicto — 

Payne  shewed  cause. — The  plea  tendered  a  material 
issue  at  the  time  it  was  pleaded,  and  cannot  be  rendered 
bad  by  a  subsequent  repeal  of  the  statute  upon  which  it 
was  framed.  There  is  a  distinction  between  the  case  of 
a  repealed  statute,  which  is  intended  to  afford  a  prolec- 
Hon  to  a  party,  and  of  one  which  operates  in  the  nature 
of  a  penalty.  In  Charington  v.  Meatheringham  (a),  a 
statute  which  gave  treble  costs  on  nonsuit  to  parties 
sued  for  any  thing  done  in  pursuance  of  that  act«  was  re- 


quence  thereof,  or  to  determine 
the  right  or  title  to  any  lands, 
tenements,  or  hereditaments,  or 
real  estates  whatsoever,  or  to 
judge,  determine,  or  decide  on 
any  debt,  where  the  title  of  the 
freehold  or  lease  for  years,  not  be- 
ing a  lease  by  parol,  of  any  lands, 
tenements,  or  hereditaments,  or  of 
any  chattels  real  whatsoever,  shall 
be  brought  or  come  in  question, 
or  for  any  sum  being  the  balance 
of  any  account  originally  exceed- 
ing five  pounds,  except  as  herein- 
after mentioned,  nor  to  any  other 
debt  which  shall  arise  by  reason  of 
any  cause  concerning  testament  or 
matrimony,  or  any  tlung  concern- 
ing or  properly  belonging  to  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court,  or  for  or  con- 
cerning any  agreement  by  way  of 
compensation  by  or  by  way  of 
retainder  of  tithes,  or  for  or  by 
reason  of  any  bye-law,  or  to  any 
debt  for  tolls  or  customs  due  to 
any  corporation  or  company,  or 
in  anywise  relating  to  the  fran- 


chises, privileges,  or  chartered 
rights  of  any  other  bodies  politic 
or  corporate,  or  any  premium  on 
any  policy  of  insurance.*' 

Sect.  86.  ''And  be  it  further 
enacted,  that  no  action  or  suit  for 
any  debt  not  exceeding  the  sum 
of  forty  shillings,  and  recoverable 
by  virtue  of  this  act  in  the  said 
Court  of  Requests,  shall  be 
brought  against  any  person  resid- 
ing or  inhabiting  within  the  juris- 
diction thereof  in  any  other  court 
whatsoever:  Provided  always,  that 
nothing  herein  contained  shall  de- 
stroy, limit,  or  prejudice  the  juris- 
diction of  his  Majesty's  courts  of 
record  at  Westminster,  or  other 
courts,  in  cases  wherein  the  debt 
shall  exceed  the  sum  of  forty 
shillings ;  but  the  said  courts  re- 
spectively shall  have  the  same 
powers,  privileges,  and  jurisdic- 
tion as  they  had  before  the  pass- 
ing of  this  act." 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  6,  p.  464. 


Beeesford. 
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pealed  by  a  statute  which  gave  in  such  case  costs  only  as         1837- 
between  attorney  and  client.    The  nonsuit  took  place  be-       ^ 
fore  the  repealing  statute  came  into  operation;  but  judg-     _     «. 
ment  was  not  signed  until  after ;  and  there  it  was  held 
the  Court  had  no  power   to  award   treble  costs^   Lord 
Abtnger^  C<  B.,  observing,  that  the  costs  were  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  penalty,  and  although  it  might  be  true  that  a 
party  retained  his  right  to  the  protection  afforded  him  by 
the  repealed  statute,  it  did  not  follow  the  same  principle 
extended  to  a  penalty.     It  is  for  that  reason  that  a  party 
has  not  been  allowed  to  enter  a  suggestion  upon  a  re- 
pealed statute;  but  here,  the  defendant  is  seeking  the  pro- 
tection of  the  act,  and  not  to  enforce  a  penalty. 

Alderson,  B. — The  issue  raised  upon  this  record  is  as 
to  the  amount  only :  that  is  in  effect  a  suggestion  which 
brings  the  case  within  those  already  decided*  But  I  ap- 
prehend the  real  question  is,  upon  the  facts  found  upon 
this  record — what  must  be  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
according  to  the  law  now  in  existence  ?  The  rule  must 
be  absolute. 

BoLLAND,  B.,  and  Gurney,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


Rawlins  v.  Till  and  Another. 

JL  RESPASS. — The  declaration  stated  that  the  defen-  The  declaration 
dants,  on  &c.,  with  force  and   arms  &c.,  assaulted  the  ^^^^^^^^^^^^ 
plaintiff^,  and  then  seized  and  laid  hold  of  the  plaintiff*,  and  sauited  the 
forced  and  compelled  him  to  go  along  divers  public  streets  mixed  and  laid 
to  a  certain  house,  and  there  imprisoned  the  plaintiff*,  and  im^rUonedwIll! 

The  defendant 
pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  a  justification  to  the  whole.     A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiflT, 
with  one  shilling  damages,  and  the  Judge  certified  under  the  43  Eliz. : — Held,  that  the  plea  of 
justification  admitted  a  battery,  and  that  the  plaintifi*  was  entitled  to  costs,  notwithstanding  the 
Judge's  certificate. 
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1837.        kept  and  detained  him  in  prison,  &c.     Pleas:  first.  Not 
!_    '  guilty;  secondly,  a  justification  under  a  writ  of  capias  by 

V.  one  defendant  as  sheriff,  and  the  other  acting  in  his  aid. 

Replication,  de  injuria. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at 
the  sittings  after  Trinity  Term,  when  a  verdict  was  found 
for  the  plaintiff,  with  one  shilling  damages,  and  the  learn- 
ed Judge  certified  under  the  4S  Eliz.  c.  6,  s.  2. 

Humfrey  obtained  a  rule  to  tax  the  plaintiff  his  costs, 
notwithstanding  the  Judge's  certificate,  on  the  ground  that 
there  appeared  by  the  pleadings  to  have  been  a  battery. 

Bompas^  Serjt.,  and  Hoggins,  shewed  cause. — In  order 
to  make  out  a  battery  there  should  be  the  term  **  beat,"  and 
not  merely  a  touching  and  imprisonment.  An  imprison- 
ment does  not  necessarily  include  a  battery.  In  Emmeti  v. 
Lyne  {a),  the  plaintiff  declared  for  an  assault,  battery,  and 
imprisonment,  and  no  battery  was  proved,  but  only  an  im« 
prisonment,  and  it  was  held  the  judge  had  power  to  certify 
under  the  43  Eliz.  c.  6.  In  Wiffin  v.  Kincard(b),  the  Court 
were  clearly  of  opinion  that  a  touch  given  by  a  constable's 
staff,  in  order  to  engage  the  plaintiff's  attention,  did  not 
amount  to  a  battery  :  but  there  was  some  doubt  whether 
a  taking  by  the  collar  did  not ;  Sir  J,  Mansfield,  C.  J., 
saying,  that  taking  the  plaintiff  by  the  collar  without  any 
improper  violence,  though  an  imprisonment,  was  no  bat- 
tery, which  is  a  beating;  and  Chambre,3.,  saying  that  im- 
position of  hands,  in  order  to  imprison,  is  a  battery.  The 
Court,  however,  agreed,  that,  whether  the  evidence  amount- 
ed to  proof  of  a  battery  or  not,  it  would  not  prevent  the 
Judge  from  certifying  with  respect  to  the  imprisonment 
under  the  43  Eliz.,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled 
to  his  full  costs  for  the  assault  and  battery,  unless  the 

{a)  1  New  Rep.  265.  {h)  2  New  Rep.  471. 
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Judge  certified  under  the  22  8c  23  Car.  2 ;  and  no  such  cer-  1837. 
tificate  had  been  granted :  and,  with  respect  to  the  im- 
prisonment to  which  the  43  Eliz.  applied,  a  certificate  had 
been  granted  under  that  statute,  by  which  the  plaintiff 
was  deprived  of  his  costs.  [Parke,  B. — In  2  Roll.  Ab 
546,  8.  7,  cited  in  Comyns's  Digest,  title  Battery,  it  is  said, 
if  a  man  comes  in  aid  of  an  officer,  who  has  a  warrant 
against  A.,  and  lays  his  hand  upon  A.,  and  says  to  the 
officer,  ''  This  is  the  man,"  that  is  a  battery.]  At  one  time 
this  doctrine  was  carried  to  a  great  extent,  and  the  mere 
closing  a  door  against  a  person  was  considered  a  battery ; 
but  it  is  submitted  that,  if  there  is  no  intention  to  strike  a 
person^  the  mere  laying  hold  of  him  to  take  him  away 
would  not  necessarily  be  a  battery,  but  only  an  imprison- 
ment. [Alderson,  B. — If  the  impositio  manum  be  not  a 
battery,  why  do  you  justify  it?  Parkcy  B. — The  plea  of 
justification  admits  the  words  in  the  declaration,  in  the 
sense  in  which  it  would  be  necessary  to  prove  them,  in 
order  to  support  the  action.  The  question  is,  whether 
the  seizing  and  laying  hold  is  not  such  a  seizure  as  neces- 
sarily to  constrain  his  person,  if  so,  that  is  a  battery.  In 
Comyns's  Digest  (a),  it  is  said  to  be  a  battery  if  a  man  hold 
another  by  the  arm.] 

Humfrey,  contr^,  was  stopped  by  the  Court,  who  said 
the  rule  must  be  absolute. 

Rule  absolute  (6). 


(a)  Tit.  Battery.  lb.  p.  621 ;  and  W\l%Qn  v.  Luimon^ 

(6)  Sec  Hughes  v.  HugheSf  ante,      ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  339. 
Vol.  4,  p.  532;    Smilh  v.  Edwards^ 
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Where  a  copy 
of  a  writ  of 
summont 


Druuy  V.  Davenport. 

J.  HOMAS  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  ser- 
vice of  a  writ  of  summons  for  irregularity.     The  objection 
commenced        ^^g    that  the  copy    served  commenced  "  William  the 

"WmUmthe  '  ^^ 

Foartb,"  in-      Fourth/'  &c.,  instead  of  ''  Victoria/  &c.    It  did  not  ap- 
toria/'the  Court  pcar  whether  or  not  the  writ  itself  was  correct. 

set  aside  the 
service. 

Wightman  shewed  cause. — The  copy  of  the  writ  is 
tested  in  the  name  of  the  Chief  Baroui  and  is  perfectly 
correct  in  all  other  respects ;  it  could  not  mislead  the  de- 
fendant. In  Elviny,  Drummond(a)y  which  was  decided 
in  the  eighth  of  Geo.  4,  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  against 
the  sheriff  for  an  escape,  alleged  in  the  declaration,  that  he 
sued  out  a  writ  of  the  king,  called  a  ca.  sa.  The  writ  given 
in  evidence  was  in  the  name  of  George  the  Third,  but  the 
Court  were  clear  that  the  writ  being  tested  in  the  name 
of  the  present  Chief  Justice,  and  being  indorsed  with  the 
proper  date,  there  was  no  material  variance.  [Parke,  B. — 
That  case  was  decided  before  the  new  statute,  which 
gives  a  particular  form.]  The  form  given  by  the  statute 
is  in  the  king's  name,  not  the  queen's.  Besides,  the  sta- 
tute does  not  alter  the  law  or  practice. 

Parke,  B. — Since  the  statute  we  have  always  held  it 
necessary  to  be  strict.  The  rule  must  be  absolute,  with 
costs. 


Rule  absolute. 


(a)  4  Bing.  278 ;  1  M.  &  P.  88. 
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1837. 

Farr  f?.  Ward. 

A.SSUMPSIT  for  cattle  and  goods  sold  and  delivered,  where  goods 
The  only  material  plea  was,  that  the  defendant  had  given  !I[||/5Jr 'by  a* 
a  bill  of  exchange  for  the  amount  of  the  debt,  which  the  ^>"»  ^^^^  " 

.ii<»  ^"  "^*  never 

plaintiff  had  accepted  in  satisfaction.     At  the  trial  before  given,  the 
Gurney,  B.,  at  the  last  Assizes  for  the  county  of  Carmar-  ^nder  thT^unt 
then,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  sold  cattle  to  the  f^'^^if  JJ^'^ 
defendant,  to  the  amount  of  2521. ,  and  that  321.  was  paid  recover  interest 
down,  and  it  was  agreed  that  a  bill  at  two  months  should  from  the  time 
be  given  for  the  residue.    The  question  in  the  cause  was,  JlJouid'hsve'^* 
whether  the  bill  of  exchange  had  ever  been  in  the  pos-  »>«conie  due. 
session  of  the  plaintiff,  or  whetlier  it  had  not  been  ab- 
stracted from  the  post-office  by  one  Jenkins,  and  circu- 
lated by  him.     The  jury  found  that  the  bill  had  been 
abstracted  by  Jenkins.     The  plaintiff  claimed  interest  on 
the  amount  for  which  the  bill  was  drawn,  from  the  time 
when  it  would  have  become  due,  and  the  learned  Judge 
directed  the  jury  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover,  and  a 
verdict  was  found  accordingly. 

-  Evans  now  moved,  by  leave  of  the  learned  Judge,  to 
reduce  the  damages  to  2201.,  the  amount  of  the  principal 
sum  remaining  unpaid.  There  was  no  notice  to  entitle 
the  plaintiff  to  claim  interest  under  the  3  &  4  Will.  4, 
c.  42,  s.  8,  and  the  question  therefore  was,  whether  he  had 
any  right  to  it  independently  of  that  statute.  In  Foster 
V.  Weston  (a),  the  defendants  bound  themselves  by  deed 
to  pay  1500/.,  to  be  delivered  to  R.  D.,  in  goods,  by  three 
payments  of  500/.  each,  at  three,  five,  and  seven  months ; 
and  it  was  held  that  the  instrument  did  not  carry  interest. 

Parke,  B. — Marshall  v.  Poole  (6)  is  a  direct  authority 
in  favour  of  the  plaintiff.     There  the  Court  held,  that, 

(a)  6  Bing.  709  ;  4  M.  &  P.  589.  (6)  13  East,  98. 
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1837.         where  goods  are  sold  and  delivered,  upon  an  agreement 
by  the  vendee  to  pay  for  them  by  a  bill  at  a  certain  date, 
V-  as  interest  would  have  run  upon  such  bill  if  given,   it 

may  be  recovered  in  an  action  for  the  price  of  the  goods, 
brought  after  the  time  when  such  bill  would  have  become 
due ;  and  it  may  be  recovered  as  part  of  the  estimated 
value  of  the  goods,  upon  the  common  count  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered. 

Rule  refused. 


Reoina  Vf  Sheriff  of  Middlesex,  in  the  case  of  Dignam 

V.  Reitter. 

A  body  rule  JjtUMFRE  Y  had  obtained  a  rule  to  set  aside  an  attach- 
2mhat  11  **  ment  against  the  sheriff,  for  irregularity.  The  sheriff  had 
o'clock;  on  the    {jg^n  ruled  by  a  Judge's  order  to  brinfirin  the  body,  which 

I7th,  noUce  of  . 

justification  was  rulc  expired  on  the  20th  July,  at  eleven  o'clock.  On  the 
20th,  but  17th,  a  notice  of  justification  of  bail  was  given  for  the 

lYI'clcI^kr  ^^^»  *^"*  ^^®  "^^  served  until  after  eleven  o'clock.  The 
The  bail  at-        bail  attended  on  the  20th,  when  an  objection  was  taken 

tended  accord- 
ingly, and  the      that  the  notice  of  justification  was  too  late.     The  learned 

ano^eMhat  Judge  made  an   order   **  that  the  bail  have  three  days 

they  should  further  time  to  justify  in  the  action,  without  prejudice  to 

days'  farther  the  question  as  to  the  sheriff  being  in  contempt."   On  the 

without  pre-  '  24th  the  bail  justified  accordingly. 

judice  to  the 
question  as  to 

the  sheriff  being       Petersdorff  shewed  cause.— The  rule  of  H.  T.  4  Will.  4 

in  contempt: —  i  • 

Held,  that  the  orders,  that,  m  case  a  bailable  writ  shall  expire  in  vacation, 

thrordcr  was,  ^^^  ^^^  sheriff  return  cepi  corpus  thereon,  a  Judge  may, 

*«  without^pre-  ^y  order,  require  the  sheriff  to  bring  in  the  body,  by 

sheriff  being  in  putting  in  and  perfecting  bail  to  the  action  in  the  like 

contempt  at  the  t  r    i  ^\.  .•  •  •  i 

timeofmaMng    number  ot  days  as  the  practicc  requires  with  respect  to 

the  order;" 
and  as  the 

sheriff  had  the  whole  of  the  20th  to  bring  in  the  body,  the  Court  set  aside  an  attachment  subse- 
quently granted  against  him,  for  irregularity. 

(fl)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  731. 
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bringing  in  the  body  in  term.  As  soon,  therefore,  as  the 
bail  were  unable  to  justify,  the  sheriff  was  in  contempt, 
and  the  Judge's  order,  having  been  made  without  preju- 
dice to  the  sheriff's  liability,  cannot  affect  the  case.  The 
contempt  was  not  purged  by  the  subsequent  justification, 
but  the  sheriff  still  remained  liable  to  an  attachment: 
Rex  V.  Sheriff  of  Middlesex  {a). 


165 


1837. 
Regina 

V. 

Sheriff  of 
Middlesex. 


Humfrey^  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  sheriff  had  the 
whole  of  the  20th  to  justify  bail,  and  therefore  he  was  not 
in  contempt  at  the  time  the  order  was  made.  [Parke,  B. — 
Here  the  time  was  given  without  prejudice,  and  the  sheriff 
would  be  in  contempt,  because  he  could  not  justify  upon  the 
20th,  not  having  given  notice.]  The  bail  had  three  days 
further  time  to  jui>tify,  without  prejudice  to  the  question 
of  the  sheriff  being  in  contempt  at  ike  time.  [Parke,  B. — 
If  the  order  is  to  be  construed  without  prejudice  to  the 
question  of  the  sheriff  being  now  in  contempt,  your  argu- 
ment is  right.]  If  it  were  not  so,  the  order  would  have 
been  an  injury  to  the  defendant,  as  he  might  otherwise 
have  brought  in  the  body  before  the  evening  of  the  20th. 

Parke,  B. — The  Court  are  of  opinion  that  the  true 
meaning  of  the  order  is,  that  it  shall  be  without  preju- 
dice to  the  sheriff's  being  in  contempt  at  the  time  of 
making  the  order.  If  this  construction  be  right,  it  was 
unnecessary  to  insert  any  such  clause  in  the  order,  but  it 
may  have  been  introduced  pro  majori  cautela.  If  the 
word  now  had  been  inserted,  it  would  have  removed  all 
the  difficulty.  I  own  I  thought  differently  at  first;  but,  as 
the  rest  of  the  Court  are  of  that  opinion,  I  do  not  mean 
to  dissent. 

Alderson,  B.  — Probably  the   argument   before   the 


(ft)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  433. 
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1837. 

Reoina 

«. 

Sheriff  of 

Middlesex. 


learned  Judge  was,  that  the  sheriff  was  in  contempt  by 
the  rejection  of  the  bail.  The  Judge  then  says,  I  will 
give  you  further  time,  without  prejudice  to  the  question. 
That  question  has  now  been  argued,  and  the  Court  think 
the  sheriff  was  not  then  in  contempt. 


BoLLAND  and  Gurney,  Bs.,  concurred. 


Rule  absolute. 


Where  a  plain- 
tiff discon- 
tinues before 
he  has  given 
notice  of  trial, 
the  defendant 
is,  under  no 
circumstances, 
entitled  to  the 
costs  of  pre- 
paring brieft. 


Doe  rf.  PosTLETHWAiTE  ».  Neale. 

X  HE  defendant  Neale  having  obtained  a  verdict  in  an 
action  of  ejectment  against  Postlethwaite,  the  latter  after- 
wards brought  an  ejectment  against  Neale  to  recover  pos- 
session of  the  same  premises.  The  plaintiff,  having  been 
ruled  to  reply,  delivered  a  replication,  but  gave  no  notice 
of  trial,  and  subsequently  discontinued.  The  Master,  on 
taxation,  allowed  the  defendant  the  costs  of  instructions 
for  briefs  and  draft  briefs,  but  refused  to  allow  the  copies 
of  briefs. 


Chilton^  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  Wightman, 
for  the  defendant,  obtained  cross  rules  for  a  review  of  the 
taxation. — It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  that  the  pre- 
mises in  question  were  situate  near  Ulverston,  in  Lanca- 
shire; that  the  defendant's  witnesses,  who  were  very 
numerous,  resided  in  Westmoreland,  Cumberland,  and 
Lancaster;  and  that  the  defendant  and  his  attorney  resided 
at  Billericay,  in  Essex.  The  briefs  had  been  all  copied 
before  the  last  day  for  giving  notice  of  trial  for  the  Spring 
Assizes,  which  was  the  11th  of  March,  the  commission 
day  at  Lancaster  being  the  21st.  If  notice  of  trial  had 
been  given  on  the  11th,  the  defendant  would  not  ha\*e 
received  it  by  post  until  the  14th,  and  he  could  not  have 
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arrived  at  Lancaster  until  the  IGth,  leaving  only  four  days 
to  prepare  for  trial>  one  of  which  was  Sunday. 

Wightman^  for  the  defendant^  contended,  that,  under  all 
the  circumstances,  the  attorney  was  well  justified  in  pre- 
paring his  briefs  before  the  time  of  notice  of  trial  ex- 
pired. 


ChiUon  urged,  that  the  universal  practice  was  to  disallow 
the  costs  of  preparing  briefs  when  no  notice  of  trial  had 
been  given. 

The  Master  stated  that  he  recollected  no  other  instance 
in  which  the  drafts  had  been  allowed  where  no  notice  of 
trial  had  been  given. 

Parke,  B. — It  is  better  to  adhere  to  the  strict  practice. 
As  to  the  copies,  there  is  certainly  no  ground  whatever  for 
asking  for  them. 

The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff's  rule  absolute  ; 
the  defendant's  rule  discharged,  with 
costs. 


NicHOL  V.  Williams. 

xxSSUMPSIT. — The  declaration  stated  the  defendant  in  an  action 
to  be  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  105/.  for  the  occupation,  the 
use  and  occupation  of  a  farm  and  lands  of  the  plaintiff.  cJI5^ed*"52/ 
The  particulars  of  demand  were  as  follows: — This  action  lo*.,  being  the 

balance  of  one 
year's  rent" 
The  defendant  pleaded,  as  to  all  but  52/.  lOi.,  non-assumpsit;  and  as  to  52/.  10«.,  payment.  The 
plaintiff  took  issue  upon  the  plea  of  non-assumpsiti  and  entered  a  nolle  prosequi  as  to  the  plea  of 
payment.  At  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  proved  an  occupation  for  three  half-years,  at  a  rent  of  105/.  a 
year;  the  defendant  proved  payment  of  all  the  rent: — Ueldf  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a 
verdict  for  nominal  damages — the  plea  of  payment  only  going  to  part  of  the  demand. 

In  such  cases,  the  declaration  should  either  aver  a  part  payment,  or  state  the  real  amount  which 
the  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover. 
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1837-        is  brought  to  recover  payment  of  the  sum  of  521. 10^.,  being 
the  balance  for  one  years  rent  due  from  the  defendant  for 
V.  the  occupation  of  a  farm  and  lands  of  the  plaintiff,  situate 

at  Boverton,  in  the  parish  of  &c.>  which  the  defendant 
quitted  on  or  about  the  Snd  day  of  February,  1833.  The 
defendant  pleaded — first,  as  to  all  but  521.  \0s.  parcel  &c., 
non-assumpsit ;  secondly,  as  to  521.  XOs,  residue  &c.,  pay- 
ment before  action  brought.  The  plaintiff  took  issue 
upon  the  plea  of  non-assumpsit,  and  entered  a  nolle  pro- 
sequi as  to  the  plea  of  payment.  At  the  trial,  before 
Coleridge f  J.,  at  the  last  Assizes  for  Glamorganshire,  the 
plaintiff  proved  the  occupation  of  the  farm  by  the  defend- 
ant for  three  half-years,  and  the  defendant  produced  re- 
ceipts for  rent  covering  that  period.  It  was  objected,  that, 
as  the  plea  of  payment  went  to  part  of  the  demand  only, 
such  evidence  was  not  admissible  in  bar  of  the  residue, 
but  merely  in  mitigation  of  damages.  The  learned  Judge 
directed  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  reserving  to  the 
plaintiff  liberty  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  nominal 
damages. 

E.  V.  Williams  having  obtained  a  rule  accordingly, 

Chilton  and  Leach  shewed  cause. — The  plaintiff  is  con- 
fined in  his  proof  to  the  amount  demanded  in  his  parti- 
cular :  Colson  v.  Selby  (a),  Macarthy  v.  Smith  (6),  Duncan 
v.Hill{c):  and,  as  the  plea  of  payment,  which  the  plain- 
tiff has  confessed,  covers  that  amount,  the  defendant  is 
entitled  to  a  verdict.  lAlderson,  B. — According  to  that, 
there  was  no  necessity  to  plead  the  general  issue  at  all. 
You  should  have  pleaded  payment  of  everything.]  If  the 
general  issue  had  been  omitted,  the  pleadings  would  have 
been  bad,  as  not  answering  the  whole  declaration.     In 

(a)  1  Esp.  452.  (6)  8  Bing.  145.  (c)  2  B.  &  B.  684. 
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Coaies  ▼.  Sieeens  (a),  it  appeared  by  the  particular  that         1B37. 
the  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  30/.,  the        njchol 

balance  of  an  account  of  40/.,  and  the  Court  there  thought      ^   »• 

°  Williams. 

it  was  unnecessary  to  plead  payment  of  the  10/.,  as  that 
was  admitted  by  the  particulars.  It  is  true  that  in  Ernest 
Y.  Broum  (6),  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  held  that  a  de- 
fendant must  plead  payment  of  a  sum  admitted  in  the 
particulars  to  have  been  paid,  but  a  distinction  was  there 
drawn  between  assumpsit  and  debt,  and  the  Court  say 
that  as  the  defendant  had  pleaded  that  he  *'  never**  was 
indebted,  the  only  mode  in  which  he  could  be  entitled  to 
a  verdict  on  that  issue  was  by  shewing  that  the  debt  never 
did  exist. 

The  Court  then  called  upon 

E.  V.  Williams  and  NichoUy  in  support  of  the  rule. 
Under  the  plea  of  non-assumpsit  it  was  not  competent  for 
the  defendant  to  shew  payment  in  answer  to  the  action, 
but  only  in  mitigation  of  damages.  Suppose  the  plaintiff 
declared  for  100/.  for  goods  sold,  and  gave  credit  in  his 
particulars  for  50/.  paid  on  account ;  if  goods  to  the 
amount  of  50/.  had  been  sold  to  the  defendant  and  paid 
for,  and  another  50/.  worth  had  been  sold  to  a  party  as  to 
whom  there  was  a  doubt  whether  or  no  he  was  the  lawfully 
authorised  agent  of  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant  plead 
as  to  50/.  payment,  and  as  to  the  residue  non-assumpsit,  and 
the  plaintiff  enters  a  nolle  prosequi  as  to  the  50/.  of  which 
payment  is  pleaded ;  would  the  plaintiff  be  restricted  to  the 
50/.,  the  payment  of  which  had  been  pleaded  ?  In  such  a 
case  the  plaintiff  could  not  new  assign,  as  he  would  be  un- 
able to  prove  a  third  sum  of  50/. ;  and  besides,  a  new  assign- 
ment is  inapplicable,  unless  the  plea  assumes  to  answer  the 
whole  declaration  :  1  Saund.  299.  a,  n.  (6),  Bull,  N.  P.  17, 

(fl)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  784 ;  2  C.         {h)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  637 ;    4 
M.  &  R.  118.  Scott,  p.  385. 

VOL.  vr.  N  D.  p.  c. 


Williams. 
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1837.        Barnes  v.  Hunt  (a),  Hall  v.  Middleion  (6).    According  to 
\    ^  the  decision  of  Ernest  v.  Brown,  the  defendant  was  bound 

KXCHOL 

9.  to  plead  payment  of  the  521.  10s.  for  which  the  plaintiff 

had  given  him  credit.  It  is  diflScult  to  see  any  distinction 
between  debt  and  assumpsit :  the  pleas  of  nunquam  inde- 
bitatus and  non-assumpsit  equally  negative  the  existence 
of  the  facts  from  which  the  liability  arises.  It  would  be 
inconvenient  to  establish  a  rule  which  would  make  the 
particulars  an  exposition  of  the  record,  as  the  particulars 
may  frequently  be  altered.  Besides,  the  plain tiffnced  not 
rely  upon  Ernest  ▼.  Brown,  because  here,  the  defendant, 
having  an  opportunity  of  pleading  payment  to  the  whole 
record,  has  neglected  to  do  so.  [Parke,  B. — Should  not 
the  plaintiff  have  declared  for  52/.  10^.  only  ?]  It  is  ad- 
mitted that  he  ought ;  but  he  has  been  driven  to  enter  a 
nolle  prosequi  by  the  defendant's  mode  of  pleading.  [^Z- 
derson,  B. — You  say  the  declaration  is  as  if  the  plaintiff 
said,  I  go  for  105/.,  of  which  I  admit  I  have  received 
SStl.  \0s.  But  the  real  question  is,  whether  there  was 
any  thing  to  try.  If  you  strike  the  5S/.  10^.  out  of  the 
declaration,  it  is  as  if  there  was  as  to  nothing,  non-assump- 
sit.] The  particulars  are  clearly  no  part  of  the  record : 
Meager  y.  Smith  (c),  Booth  v.  Howard  (e/). 

Cur.  adv.  vult* 

Parkc,  B. — The  plaintiff  in  this  case  declared  for  use 
and  occupation,  stating  the  defendant  to  be  indebted  in 
the  sum  of  105/.  Before  declaration,  the  defendant  applied 
for  particulars  of  the  plaintiff's  demand,  which  were  ac- 
cordingly given  in  this  form :  **  The  plaintiff  seeks  to  reco- 
ver in  this  action  the  sum  of  52/.  10^.,  being  the  balance  of 
one  year's  rent,**  &c.     The  year's  rent  being  admitted  to 

(fl)  11  East,  451.  Vol.  5,  p.  438. 

(6)  4  Adol.  &  £.  107.  ((0  ADte,  Vol.  6,  p.  438. 

(c)  4  B.  &  Adol.  673;  Ante, 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  1  VICT.  171 

be  105/.,  the  particular  is  equivalent  to  a  statement  that        1837. 

the  plaintiff  proceeds  for  52L  lOs.,  half  a  year's  rent,  the       ^ 

other  half  year's  rent  being  paid.  The  defendant  pleaded^  v. 

Williams* 
as  to  all  but  52L  lO^.,  non  assumpsit,  and  as  to  the  521.  lOs. 

residuei  payment.  The  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  the  plea 
of  non  assumpsit,  and  entered  a  nolle  prosequi  as  to  the 
plea  of  payment.  On  the  trial  before  my  brother  Cole^ 
ridge,  the  plaintiff  went  into  his  case ;  the  defendant  pro- 
duced his  evidence  on  the  question,  whether  the  whole 
year's  rent  was  paid  or  not,  and  the  learned  judge  inti- 
mated his  opinion,  that  it  was,  and  directed  a  verdict  for 
the  defendant;-  but  reserved  liberty  to  the  plaintiff's 
counsel  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  nominal  damages. 
In  the  course  of  the  discussion,  the  particulars  annexed  to 
the  record  were  referred  to  by  the  defendant's  counsel, 
but  he  did  not  use  them  in  the  early  part  of  the  case  to 
confine  the  plaintiff  as  to  proof.  A  rule  nisi  having  been 
obtained  to  enter  a  verdict  pursuant  to  the  leave  reserved, 
the  question  now  is,  whether  it  ought  to  be  made  absolute. 
We  are  of  opinion  that  it  ought.  The  whole  question  turns 
upon  the  true  construction  of  the  particulars  and  pleadings 
in  this  case  taken  together.  The  particulars  were  given 
before  the  declaration ;  but  as  they  were  never  amended, 
they  must  stand  as  if  they  had  been  delivered  with  the 
declaration,  or  afterwards.  These  particulars  in  substance 
admit  the  payment  of  5^.  10^.,  a  half  year's  rent;  and  the 
question  is,  whether  the  plea  of  payment  of  52L  lOs.,  re- 
fers to  the  sum  so  admitted,  or  to  the  balance  which  the 
plaintiff  seeks  to  recover.  If  the  defendant  had  under- 
stood, at  the  time  of  the  trial,  that  it  referred  to  the  latter, 
he  would  naturally  have  instructed  his  counsel  to  insist 
(which  he  did  not)  on  restricting  the  plaintiff  to  go  into 
any  proof  at  all,  for  in  that  view  of  the  case  there  would 
have  been  no  question  to  try  after  the  plaintiff  had  ad- 
mitted payment.  On  the  other  hand,  unless  he  meant, 
at  the  time  of  pleading,  to  apply  the  plea  of  payment  to  the 

N  2 
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1837*         52L  10s.  in  question,  he  would  have  pleaded  improperly 

NicHOL        ^^'^  *  ^'^^  *^  ^^^  intended  defence.    We  have  a  difficulty 
_    «•  in  saying  what  the  defendant  intended  ;  but  we  must  con- 

strue  the  plea  as  we  think  it  would  have  been  understood 
by  the  plaintiff  or  any  other  person.  Now  if  it  was  optional 
in  the  defendant  to  use  the  particulars  or  not  on  the  trial, 
to  restrain  the  plaintiff,  the  plaintiff  could  not  tell  whether 
they  would  be  so  used  ;  and  finding  the  plea  of  payment 
of  52/.  lOs.  apart  of  the  demand,  and  knowing  that  such 
amount  had  been  paid,  he  could  not  safely  take  any  other 
course  than  to  admit  the  plea  of  payment ;  he  could  not 
act  upon  the  plea  as  having  any  other  meaning  than  a 
plea  of  part  payment  of  the  demand.  In  that  sense  we 
think  the  plea  must  be  understood.  And  if  the  recent  de- 
cision of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  in  Ernest  v.  Brown, 
be  right,  that  the  defendant  could  not  have  availed  him- 
self of  the  part  payment  admitted  in  the  particulars  by 
restraining  the  plaintiff  in  point  of  evidence,  and  must 
have  pleaded  part  payment,  there  can  be  no  question  as  to 
the  meaning  of  the  plea.  We  do  not,  however,  feel  it 
necessary  to  decide  whether  the  defendant  was  bound  to 
plead  payment  after  such  a  particular  as  this  or  not ;  for 
we  think,  without  relying  on  that  case,  we  must  construe 
the  plea  as  intended  to  apply  to  the  payment  admitted. 
To  avoid  similar  questions  in  future^  the  obvious  course 
which  ought  to  be  pursued  in  the  like  cases,  is,  for  the 
plaintiff  to  adopt  the  mode  of  declaring,  which  we  have 
been  informed  is  now  not  unfrequent,  to  aver  the  part 
payment  in  the  declaration,  or  to  insert  in  the  declaration 
the  real  amount  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover.  We 
are  of  opinion  that  the  rule  must  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Davies  V.  Lloyd. 

jK.  v.  RICHARDS  obtained  a  rule  nisi,  to  set  aside  a  it  u  not  necet- 
writ  of  summons,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  indorse-  uieVmount^'of 
ment  thereon  of  the  amount  of  debt  and  costs,  although  it  ^^^^  *"?  ~**' 

°  on  a  writ  sued 

appeared,  on  the  face  of  the  writ,  that  it  was  sued  out  in  out  to  recover 

g,  *   ,  .  penalties  under 

an  action  of  debt.  the  Municipal 

Corporation 
Act  (5  &  6 

Welsby  shewed  cause  upon  an  affidavit  which  stated  Will.  4,  c.  76, 
the  action  to  be  brought  for  penalties  for  bribery,  under 
the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  (5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  54.) 
He  contended  that  this  was  not  a  case  which  required  the 
indorsement.  It  is  not  necessary  to  make  the  indorse- 
ment in  an  action  on  a  bail-bond,  Smart  v.  Lovick  (a),  or 
on  a  replevin-bond,  Rowland  v.  Dakeyne{b). 

Richards y  contra. — Contended  that  the  sum  claimed 
was  a  debt,  and  that  therefore  there  should  have  been  the 
usual  indorsement. 

Parke,  B. — This  is  clearly  not  a  case  within  the  rule. 

Alderson,  B. — The  result  of  the  action  may  render 
the  defendant  not  only  liable  to  the  penalty,  but  may  dis- 
quaUfy  him  for  civil  offices  during  life. 

Rule  discharged, 
(a)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  34.  (fr)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  832. 
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1837.  Lord  v.  Wardle. 

Costs  of  obtain-  rVlLDEy  Sejt.,  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  on  the  de- 
o"^docufnents*  fendant  in  this  action  to  shew  cause  why  the  Prothonotary 
and  of  giving       should  not  rcview  his  taxation  of  the  costs  of  the  first 

notice  to  pro- 
duce documents  trial  of  the  cause.     The  action  was  in  trover  to  recover 

of  an  action,  are  possession  of  a  title  deed,  and  the  defence  was  twofold; 
rauM  "where  a  ^^®**  ^^^^  ^^^  possession  of  the  plaintiff  was  colourable,  and 
rule  for  a  new     to  give  him  a  qualification  to  kill  game  ;  and,  secondly,  a 

trial  has  been  ,  , 

obtained  on  Hen  on  the  deed.  At  the  trial,  a  verdict  was  returned  for 
cM^sl^but  cosu  ^^®  defendant,  but  a  rule  for  a  new  trial  had  been  since 
forpreparing       obtained,  on  the  ground  of  the  verdict  being  against  evi- 

briera  may  o     o 

be  allowed  as  dence.  The  costs  were  afterwards  taxed  by  the  Protho- 
triai,  where  the  notary,  who  allowed  those  of  giving  notice  to  produce 
dt^^Slr  certain  documents  in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  as  well 
shewn.  ^3   the  costs  of  inspecting  certain   documents ;  and   of 

notices,  summonses,  and  other  proceedings  taken  by  the 
defendant,  in  order  to  procure  admission  of  certain  docu- 
ments by  the  plaintiff;  of  preparing  and  drawing  briefs 
for  counsel ;  and  fees  for  instructions,  consultations,  &c. 
These,  it  was  contended,  were  costs  in  the  cause,  and 
were  improperly  allowed  as  costs  of  the  trial. 

Huwfrey  shewed  cause  against  the  rule,  and  submitted 
that  the  taxation  was  right,  for  that  the  notices  to  produce 
admissions,  &c.,  would  not  be  available  for  the  next  trial, 
because  the  defendant  might  think  it  necessary  to  adopta 
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fresh  line  of  defence ;  and   if^  therefore,  they  were  not        1837- 

allowed  as  costs  of  the  first  trial,  the  defendant  would         , 

'  Lord 

never  set  them  at  all.     The  rule  was,  that  the  successful  «• 

party  should  have  all  the  costs  to  which  he  had  been  put 
at  the  trial ;  and  the  defendant,  having  succeeded  in  the 
present  instance,  was  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  trial.  If 
the  plaintiff  should  succeed  at  the  second  trial,  the  de- 
fendant would  never  obtain  the  costs  ;  but  if  the  defend- 
ant should  again  obtain  a  verdict,  the  plaintiff  would  not 
be  called  upon  to  pay  over  again  the  costs  which  were 
now  allowed. 

CoLTMAN,  J. — Is  it  not  proper  that  you  should  lose  the 
costs  if  you  are  substantially  wrong  in  the  action  ? 

Humfrey  urged  that  the  defendant  having  already  got 
a  verdict  upon  the  evidence,  for  obtaining  which  the  costs 
had  been  allowed,  it  was  clear  that  he  was  entitled  to  these 
costs.  If  the  defendant  should  require  the  admissions 
again,  he  must  take  out  fresh  summonses  to  obtain  them, 
for  there  were  no  terms  that  they  should  be  available  for 
a  second  trial. 

TiNDAL,  C.J. — ^All  the  documents  remain  the  same. 
Why  should  you  go  before  a  Judge  again  for  fresh  ad- 
missions ?  You  must  be  paid  for  the  living  witnesses,  who 
must  be  brought  again  at  the  same  expense;  but  you  incur 
no  fresh  costs  with  regard  to  the  documents.  If  the 
plaintiff  should  fail  again  at  the  new  trial,  those  will  be 
costs,  which  you  will  be  entitled  to  receive. 

The  Prothonotary  said,  that  at  the  taxation  the  chief 
point  urged  was  as  to  the  fees  to  counsel,  and  he  had  al- 
lowed full  fees,  as  it  might  happen  that  the  same  counsel 
could  not  be  engaged,  from  various  causes,  in  the  new 
trial.  The  costs  of  the  notices  were  very  trifling  in 
amount,  and  were  not  depended  upon. 
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Wilde,  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  question  was 
simply  whether  costs  had  been  allowed  which  ought  to  be 
considered  as  costs  in  the  cause,  and  the  material  part 
was  as  to  the  allowance  of  the  charges  for  preparing  the 
briefs,  and  for  fees  to  counsel.  There  must  be  some 
general  rule  laid  down,  for  otherwise  a  defendant  might 
always  say  that  he  must  take  a  new  course,  and  shape  his 
defence  in  a  different  way ;  but  if  he  said  so,  he  must  make 
out  that  it  was  necessary  to  do  so.  The  rule  gave  either 
party  permission  to  call  for  the  admission  of  documents, 
and  the  admission  having  been  once  obtained,  there  was 
no  necessity  for  a  fresh  order,  as  it  was  available  for  every 
trial.  If  the  plaintiff  should  obtain  a  verdict  at  the  new 
trial,  he  would  be  entitled  to  be  paid  all  the  costs  which 
related  to  the  procuring  of  admissions  in  the  cause,  as  well 
as  all  those  to  which  he  had  been  put  attending  the  de- 
fendant's procuring  admissions.  Those  costs  were  there- 
fore costs  in  the  cause,  and  the  plaintiff  was  now  called  on 
to  pay  costs,  which,  if  he  ultimately  succeeded,  he  ought 
not  to  pay ;  but  which,  on  the  other  hand,  the  defendant 
would  be  sure  to  obtain,  in  the  event  of  his  being  the  suc- 
cessful party  in  the  end.  The  notices  to  produce,  were  to 
produce  at  the  trial  whenever  it  should  take  place,  and  not 
at  any  particular  trial.  With  respect  to  the  brief,  it  was 
admitted  that  the  only  difference  between  that  used  on  the 
first  trial,  and  that  which  was  delivered  to  counsel  for  the 
second  trial,  was  the  addition  to  the  old  matter  of  the 
shorthand-writer's  notes  of  the  first  trial.  That  was  an 
item  which  could  not  be  allowed. 


TiNDAL,  C.  J. — The  only  question  is,  whether  the  par- 
ticular items  in  this  bill  of  costs  are,  properly  speakings 
costs  in  the  cause,  or  of  the  first  trial.  The  plaintiff 
having  been  unsuccessful,  and  having  obtained  a  rule  for 
a  new  trial,  he  is  bound  to  make  good  all  the  costs  of  the 
last  trial ;  but  there  is  a  broad  distinction  between  costs  of 
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the  trial  and  costs  of  the  cause.  The  costs  of  the  plead- 
ingSj  for  instance,  are  never  allowed.  So  also,  there  may 
be  many  parts  of  the  evidence  which  remain  untouched, 
and  which  may  be  used  again  as  to  that  part  of  the  case 
to  which  it  refers,  and  the  costs  of  which  would  not  be 
properly  costs  of  the  trial.  The  costs  of  notices  which 
were  given  in  the  cause,  of  attending  Judges^  and  making 
admissions,  are  the  same  on  the  second  trial  as  on  the  first. 
One  question  is,  as  to  the  allowance  of  costs  for  preparing 
the  briefs.  There  may  be  cases  in  which  some  alteration 
is  necessary  in  briefs,  but  those  should  form  exceptions  to 
the  general  rule,  by  its  being  made  out  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  Prothonotary  that  the  amendments  are  necessary. 
Then  comes  the  point,  perhaps  the  most  important  of  all, 
whether,  in  the  allowance  for  costs,  the  payment  of  full 
fees  to  counsel  is  to  be  required,  or  whether  the  allow- 
ance of  a  reasonable  sum  for  a  refresher  is  not  sufficient. 
I  think  that  is  a  point  on  which  the  practice  of  all  the 
Courts  ought  to  agree;  and  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore, 
that  the  matter  should  be  referred  back  to  the  Protho- 
notary, in  order  that  inquiries  may  be  made  with  a  view 
to  assimilating  the  practice. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Rule  accordingly. 


Baden  ».  Flight. 

rVlLDE,  Serjt.,  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  which  had  a  Judge'f  or- 
been  obtained  by  Hoggins  for  rescinding  an  order  of  obtafnVdTn*thc" 
Vaughan,  J.,  by  which  leave  was  given  to  the  plaintiff  to  8r<i  May,  to 

_,.-,.  g,  -.  -    amend  a  decla- 

amend  his  declaration  on  payment  of  costs,     it  appeared  ration,  the  de- 
that  the  action  was  brought  to  recover  two  quarters'  rent  faie^*n'TOmi^g 

to  the  Court  on 
the  10th  June,  in  Trinity  Term,  to  set  aside  the  order. 
SemhUf  that  a  plaintiff  who  haa  demurred  to  a  plea,  and  haa  obtained  judgment,  having  obtained 
a  Judge's  order  to  amend,  may  efface  that  part  of  the  cause  of  action  from  the  declaration  to  which 
the  plea  was  pleaded,  without  paying  the  costs  of  the  demurrer. 
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claimed  to  be  due  from  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant 
pleaded  two  pleas.  The  plaintiff  demurred  to  one  of 
them;  and  the  demurrer  having  been  argued,  judgment 
was  given  for  the  plaintiff.  He  then  took  out  a  summons 
to  amend  his  declaration,  and  an  order  was  made  generally 
by  Mr.  Justice  Vaughan  to  amend  on  payment  of  costs. 
The  present  rule  had  been  obtained  on  the  ground  that 
the  order  did  not  specify  in  what  particular  the  declara- 
tion should  be  amended,  and  that  it  did  not  also  direct 
the  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  demurrer,  as  well  as  those 
of  the  amendment.  It  was  submitted  that  the  application 
came  too  late :  the  order  was  made  on  the  3rd  of  May, 
but  the  defendant  did  not  come  to  the  Court  to  set  it  aside 
until  the  last  day  but  two  of  Trinity  Term,  the  10th  of 
June.  The  defendant  also  had  acted  upon  the  order,  for 
he  had  taken  his  bill  of  costs  to  the  Prothonotary  for  the 
purpose  of  having  it  taxed,  and  he  had  received  the  costs 
on  the  c^rd  of  June.  The  amendment  in  the  declaration 
was  afterwards  made,  and  the  defendant  then  took  out  a 
summons,  and  on  the  6ih  of  June  obtained  an  order  for 
time  to  plead  to  the  amended  declaration. 

Hoggins^  in  support  of  the  rule,  urged  that  the  defen- 
dant had  good  grounds  of  complaint.  The  plaintiff  having 
succeeeded  in  his  demurrer  to  the  defendant's  plea,  took 
out  a  summons  to  efface  from  his  declaration  that  part  of 
it  to  which  the  bad  plea  had  been  pleaded.  The  ground, 
therefore,  on  which  this  rule  had  been  obtained  was,  that 
if  the  plaintiff  was  right  in  effacing  the  cause  of  action 
from  the  record,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  the  costs 
of  the  demurrer.  The  defendant,  it  was  true,  had  received 
the  costs  of  the  amendment,  but  he  had  not  paid  the  plain- 
tiff the  costs  of  the  demurrer. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — All  the  plaintiff  says  is,  **  I  will  go  no 
further;  I  will  efface  the  cause  of  action,  to  which  the 
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demurrer  relates^  from  the  declaration,  and  I  will  waive  my 
costs  as  to  that.*'  I  think  the  defendant  will  be  benefited 
by  the  plaintiff's  course,  for,  if  he  had  chosen  to  go  on, 
the  defendant  must  have  paid  him  the  costs  of  the  plea 
on  which  there  was  a  judgment  against  himself  before  the 
Court. 

Hoggins  submitted  that  the  defendant  would  have  been 
entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  trial. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — I  do  not  know  that ;  it  would  not  neces- 
sarily follow.  At  all  events,  the  defendant  should  have 
come  to  the  Court  sooner,  and  should  not  have  suffered 
the  case  to  stand  until  the  end  of  term,  by  which  the  cause 
was  prevented  from  being  tried. 

Hoggins. — The  rule  having  been  obtained  on  the  10th 
of  June,  and  the  term  not  having  ended  until  the  12th, 
there  was  abundance  of  time  for  shewing  cause  in  that 
term. 

Wilde y  Serjt. — The  10th  was  Saturday,  and  the  plain- 
tiff could  not  obtain  a  copy  of  the  affidavits  until  the 
Monday,  and  the  rule  was  enlarged  on  that  ground. 

Hoggins* — The  defendant  had  now  a  judgment  against 
him  on  a  plea,  respecting  which  there  was  no  declaration 
on  the  record  ;  and  the  defendant  had  been  harassed  with 
an  action  to  recover  a  quarter's  rent^  for  which  there  was 
no  cause. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — This  application  comes  too  late.  Al- 
though it  may  appear  that  there  is  no  declaration  with 
respect  to  the  plea  on  which  the  plaintiff  has  obtained 
judgment,  yet  the  plea  falls  with  the  count ;  and  on  the 
record  being  finally  made  up,  both  will  be  omitted.     The 

costs  must  be  costs  in  the  cause. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Cepl  corpus 
being  returned 
by  the  sheriff  to 
a  writ  of  capias, 
without  a 
Judge's  order  or 
rule  of  Court, 
and  an  order  to 
bring  in  the 
body  being  dis- 
obeyed, the 
plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  a  rule 
absolute  to 
make  the  order 
a  rule  of  Court, 
and  for  an  at- 
tachment under 
R.  G.  H.  T. 
S  WilL  4. 


Bertram  v.  Davis. 

JtSUTT  moved  to  make  a  Judge's  order  for  bringing  in 
the  body  a  rule  of  Court,  and  also  for  an  attachment  for  not 
obeying  the  order.  The  rule  of  Court  of  H.  T.  3  Will.  4  (a) 
was  referred  to,  which  ordered  that  in  case  a  rule  of 
Court  or  Judge's  order  for  returning  a  bailable  writ  of 
capias  should  expire  in  vacation,  and  the  sheriff  or  other 
officer  having  the  return  of  such  writ  should  return  cepi 
corpus  tliereon,  a  Judge's  order  might  thereupon  issue, 
requiring  the  sheriff  or  other  officer,  within  the  like  num- 
ber of  days  after  the  service  of  such  order  as  by  the  prac- 
tice of  the  Court  was  prescribed  with  respect  to  rules  to 
bring  in  the  body  issued  in  term,  to  bring  the  defendant 
into  Court,  by  forthwith  putting  in  and  perfecting  bail 
above  to  the  action ;  and  if  the  sheriff  or  other  officer 
should  not  obey  such  order,  and  the  same  should  have 
been  made  a  rule  of  Court  in  the  term  next  following,  it 
should  not  be  necessary  to  serve  such  rule  of  Court,  or  to 
make  any  fresh  demand  thereon,  but  an  attachment  should 
issue  forthwith  for  disobedience  of  such  order,  whether 
the  bail  should  or  should  not  have  been  perfected  in  the 
meantime.  The  only  peculiarity  in  the  present  case  was, 
that  there  had  been  no  rule  or  Judge's  order  for  the  re- 
turn of  the  capias,  but  the  writ  was  returned  without  it. 
There  was  an  order  for  bringing  in  the  body,  which  was 
disobeyed ;  and  it  was  submitted,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  the  attachment,  notwithstanding  there  was  no 
order  for  the  return  of  the  writ. 


TiNDAL,  C.  J. — The  case  is  within  the  rule.  Cepi 
corpus  has  been  returned,  and  whether  the  writ  was  re- 
turned with  or  without  an  order,  is  immaterial. 

Rule  absolute. 


(a)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  731. 
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CoRBYN  r.  Heyworth. 

Ji.  V.  LEE  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  obtained  An  affidavit,  in 
by  Keating  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit.    He  ob-  role  for  judg- 
jected  that  the  affidavit  on  which  the  rule  was  granted  did  ^\"J,JJ,^"it''*"* 
not  allege  the  cause  to  be  at  issue,  although  it  stated  notice  alleging  notice 

,  of  trial  to  have 

of  trial  to  have  been  given;  and  he  urged,  that,  although  been  given, 
primfi  facie,  the  cause  might  appear  to  be  at  issue  from  J^  cau$e?o*Se 
notice  of  trial  having  been  given,  yet  that  the  proceed-  ^^^?^*  ^* 
ings  might  be  irregular.     He  cited  Smyth  v.  Parslow  (a), 
where  it  was  held,  that  an  affidavit  in  support  of  a  similar 
application,  alleging  certain  facts,  and  that  the  cause  was 
"  thereby'*  at  issue,  was  insufficient,  for  that  it  must  be 
sworn,  without  qualification,  that  the  cause  was  at  issue. 

Keating^  in  support  of  the  rule^  was  stopped  by  the 
Court 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — It  is  sworn  that  notice  of  trial  was 
given;  and  how  could  that  be,  if  the  cause  was  not  at 
issue  ?  I  think  the  affidavit  alleges  enough,  and  the  rule 
must  be  absolute,  unless  the  plaintiff  will  give  the  usual 
peremptory  undertaking.  The  case  of  Smythe  v.  Parslow 
is  different  from  this. 

Rule  dischRrged,  on  a  peremptory  undertaking. 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  30S. 


Ex  parte  Dayibs. 

JLALFOURD^  Serjt.,  moved  for  leave  to  amend  a  writ  The  Court 
of  habeas  corpus  sued  out  at  the  instance  of  a  prisoner  in  ^"^^fd  ■«  "P- 

^  *  plication  on  be- 

half of  a  pri- 
soner to  amend  the  teste  of  a  writ  of  habeai  corpua  sued  out  at  hit  initance,  it  being  tested  of  T.  T 
"  1  Victoria,"  instead  of  «  7  William  4." 
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1837.         custody  of  the  SherifF  of  Warwick.     The  defect  in  the 
„  "  writ  was  in  its  beins  tested  of  the  last  day  of  T.  T.  of 

Ex  parte  ®  "^ 

Davics.  **  1  Victoria,"  instead  of  **  7  William  4'."  In  the  case  of 
Wakclingy.  Watson  (a),  a  writ  of  subpoena  ad  responden- 
dum being  tested  in  the  name  of  the  wTong  Chief  Baron 
of  the  Exchequer,  a  rule  was  granted  by  the  Court  for  its 
amendment.  In  Morris  v.  Herbert  (6),  a  contrary  deci- 
sion was  pronounced. 

Tin  DAL,  C.  J. — There  is  no  objection  to  the  rule  being 
granted.  The  application  is  made  on  behalf  of  the  pri- 
soner himself,  and  the  Court  will  take  judicial  notice  of 
the  fact,  that  her  present  Majesty  had  not  acceded  to  the 

Throne  in  Trinity  Term,  1837. 

Rule  granted. 

(a)  1  Cr.  &  J.  467.  (*)  1  Price,  245. 


Doe  d.  Mingay  v.  Roe. 

Service  in  c^cct-  J^ji  YLE  Y  moved  for  judgment  against  the  casual  ejector. 
wife  of  the  The  premises  were  in  the  possession  of  four  tenants,  three 
•eMion,Unot  of  whom  had  been  regularly  served,  but  a  question  arose 
thatlt'waTon  ^^  ^^  ^^^  servicc  which  had  been  effected  with  regard  to 
the  premises,  or  the  fourth.     It  was  swom  that  the  declaration  was  left 

that  she  was 

living  with  her  with  the  wife  of  the  tenant,  but  there  was  no  allegation 
auffident.      *     ^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  premises,  or  that  she  was  living  with 

her  husband.     It  was  submitted  that  a  rule  nisi  might  be 

granted  as  to  this  tenant. 

Tindal,  C.  J. — I  think  that  the  rule  against  the  fourth 
tenant  cannot  be  granted.  The  only  ground  on  which 
service  on  the  wife  would  be  sufficient  is,  that  she  was  in 
communication  with  her  husband,  but  that  is  not  shewn  to 
be  the  case  here.  You  may  take  a  rule  as  to  the  three 
tenants,  and  you  will  probably  be  able  to  amend  your 
affidavit  as  to  the  fourth. 

Rule  accordingly. 
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Wilkinson  v.  Pennington. 

xJTODSON  moved  that  service  of  a  rule  nisi  for  an  at-  The  Court  will 
tacbment  against  the  plaintiff  in  this  action,  who  was  an  °^|j  pi!^l!^i 
attorney,  on  his  attorney  on  the  record,  and  by  stick-  •«'▼»<*  of  a  rule 
ing  it  up  in  the  office  of  the  Prothonotary,  might  be  ment,  in  a  cate 
deemed  good  service.     It  was  an  action  brought  to  re-  son  sought  ^ 
cover  the  amount  of  a  bill  of  costs,  and  the  cause  came  ^"'^e*!***"* 

'  attorney,  and 

down  for  trial  at  the  sittings  in  last  term.  The  plain-  the  attempts  to 
tiff,  however,  withdrew  the  record,  and  a  rule  was  ob-  sonaiiyhaTe 
tained  for  the  costs  of  the  day.  In  the  month  of  June  »>««ni«ff«<^"*^ 
the  costs  were  taxed,  but,  as  they  were  not  paid,  a  rule 
nisi  for  an  attachment  was  obtained.  Every  effort  had 
since  been  made  to  serve  this  rule  on  the  plaintiff,  but 
without  success.  Application  had  been  made  to  the  plain- 
tiff's attorney  on  the  record,  but  he  stated  that  he  had 
no  authority  to  pay,  nor  any  money  belonging  to  the 
plaintiff  in  his  hands;  but  he  said  that,  if  any  letter  were 
intrusted  to  him,  he  would  forward  it  to  the  plaintiff.  The 
defendant  was  not  in  a  situation  to  ask  for  judgment  as  in 
case  of  a  nonsuit,  and  it  was  submitted  that  the  costs 
might  never  be  paid,  and  the  plaintiff  might  never  go  on 
with  the  action.  The  plaintiff  was  an  attorney,  and  was 
therefore  supposed  to  be  in  Court,  and  on  this  ground  it 
was  suggested  that  the  proposed  service  should  be  sub- 
stituted for  personal  service,  which  in  cases  of  attachment 
was  usually  necessary.  The  application  was  made  with  a 
view  to  an  attachment  being  hereafter  issued,  or,  in  the 
alternative,  that  the  plaintiff  might  be  prevented  from 
going  on  with  the  action,  until  the  costs  had  been  paid. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — I  do  not  know  how  we  can  help  you. 
We  cannot  make  any  fresh  rule  that,  because  the  plaintiff 
is  an  attorney,  personal  service  shall  be  dispensed  with. 

Rule  refused. 
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COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 

IN  THE  FIRST  YEAR  OF  THE  REIGN  OF  VICTORIA, 


1837.  Lord  v.  Wardle. 

Costs  of  obtain-  rrlLDE,  Sejt.^  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  on  the  de- 
©"^documMusT  ^c"^'*"'  i"  ^1^*8  action  to  shew  cause  why  the  Prolhonotary 
•ndofgiTing      should  not  review  his  taxation  of  the  costs  of  the  first 

notice  to  pro- 
duce documents  trial  of  the  cause.     The  action  was  in  trover  to  recover 

of sn  action, are  possession  of  a  title  deed,  and  the  defence  was  twofold; 
rauM  "where  a  ^"^'  *^^^  ^^^  possession  of  the  plaintiff  was  colourable,  and 
rule  for  a  new  to  give  him  E  qualification  to  kill  game  ;  and,  secondly,  a 
obtained  on  lien  on  the  deed.  At  the  trial,  a  verdict  was  returned  for 
cMts^^but  costs  ^^^  defendant,  but  a  rule  for  a  new  trial  had  been  since 
forpreparing  obtained,  on  the  ground  of  the  verdict  being  against  evi- 
be  allowed  as  dence.  The  costs  were  afterwards  taxed  by  the  Protho- 
triaU  where  the  notary,  who  allowed  those  of  giving  notice  to  produce 
dl^wlr  certain  documents  in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  as  well 
shewn.  ^8   the  costs  of  inspecting  certain   documents ;  and   of 

notices,  summonses,  and  other  proceedings  taken  by  the 
defendant,  in  order  to  procure  admission  of  certain  docu- 
ments by  the  plaintiff;  of  preparing  and  drawing  briefs 
for  counsel ;  and  fees  for  instructions,  consultations,  &c. 
These,  it  was  contended,  were  costs  in  the  cause,  and 
were  improperly  allowed  as  costs  of  the  trial. 

Humfrey  shewed  cause  against  the  rule,  and  submitted 
that  the  taxation  was  right,  for  that  the  notices  to  produce 
admissions,  &c.,  would  not  be  available  for  the  next  trial, 
because  the  defendant  might  think  it  necessary  to  adopts 
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fresh  line  of  defence ;  and  if,  therefore,  they  were  not  1837* 
allowed  as  costs  of  the  first  trials  the  defendant  would 
never  get  them  at  al].  The  rule  was,  that  the  successful 
party  should  have  all  the  costs  to  which  he  had  been  put 
at  the  trial;  and  the  defendant,  having  succeeded  in  the 
present  instance,  was  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  trial.  If 
the  plaintiff  should  succeed  at  the  second  trial,  the  de- 
fendant would  never  obtain  the  costs  ;  but  if  the  defend- 
ant should  again  obtain  a  verdict,  the  plaintiff  would  not 
be  called  upon  to  pay  over  again  the  costs  which  were 
now  allowed. 

CoLTMAN,  J. — Is  it  not  proper  that  you  should  lose  the 
costs  if  you  are  substantially  wrong  in  the  action  ? 

Humfrey  urged  that  the  defendant  having  already  got 
a  verdict  upon  the  evidence,  for  obtaining  which  the  costs 
had  been  allowed,  it  was  clear  that  he  was  entitled  to  these 
costs.  If  the  defendant  should  require  the  admissions 
again,  he  must  take  out  fresh  summonses  to  obtain  them, 
for  there  were  no  terms  that  they  should  be  available  for 
a  second  trial. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.  —All  the  documents  remain  the  same. 
Why  should  you  go  before  a  Judge  again  for  fresh  ad- 
missions ?  You  must  be  paid  for  the  living  witnesses,  who 
must  be  brought  again  at  the  same  expense;  but  you  incur 
no  fresh  costs  with  regard  to  the  documents.  If  the 
plaintiff  should  fail  again  at  the  new  trials  those  will  be 
costs^  which  you  will  be  entitled  to  receive. 

The  Prothonotary  said,  that  at  the  taxation  the  chief 
point  urged  was  as  to  the  fees  to  counsel^  and  he  had  al- 
lowed full  fees,  as  it  might  happen  that  the  same  counsel 
could  not  be  engaged,  from  various  causes,  in  the  new 
trial.  The  costs  of  the  notices  were  very  trifling  in 
amountj  and  were  not  depended  upon. 
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1837.         been  used  without  the  necessary  alteration  in  the  name  of 

B         UR     ^^^  Sovereign.     The  arrest  was  regular,  and  therefore  the 

v-  defendant  ought  not  to  be  discharged  out  of  custody, 

RUfSELL.  ,  ,  ,  , 

although  the  irregularity  complained  of  might  be  a  reason 
for  his  having  an  amended  copy  of  the  writ.  It  might  be 
said  that  the  arrest  was  not  complete,  for  that  the  service 
of  a  true  copy  was  a  necessary  ingredient  in  order  to 
render  it  regular;  but  the  statute  required  that  the  de- 
fendant should  be  served  **  upon  or  forthwith  after  the 
arrest/'  and  it  was  therefore  clear  that  the  custody  was 
good  (a). 

BosAKQUET,  J. — How  is  the  defendant  to  know  that  he 
is  lawfully  in  custody,  unless  the  copy  of  the  writ  served 
on  him  is  correct  ?  Have  not  many  prisoners  been  dis* 
charged  on  similar  grounds  ? 

W.  H.  Watson. — In  those  cases  there  was  some  defect 
in  the  copy  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  sheriff,  or  in 
the  original  writ. 

CoLTMAN,  J. — ^The  arrest  in  this  case  is  not  the  point, 
but  the  detention.  In  the  case  of  Hodd  v.  Langridge  (b) 
the  Court  held,  that  the  copy  of  the  writ  served  on  the 
defendant  must  be  regular,  and  that,  if  a  defective  copy 
were  given,  the  Court  would  presume  that  that  delivered 
to  the  sheriff  was  also  irregular. 

W.  H,  Watson  then  urged,  that  the  defendant  was  out 
of  time  in  coming  to  the  Court  so  long  after  the  arrest. 
Twenty-three  days  had  elapsed  between  the  time  of  his 
arrest  and  his  applying  for  the  present  rule.  Primrose  v. 
Baddeley  (c)  was  an  authority  to  shew  that  such  an  appli- 


(a)  See  Shearman  v.  M'Knightf         (b)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  721. 
ante.  Vol.  5,  p.  672.  (c)  Ante,  VoL  2,  p.  350. 
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cation  must  be  made  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  that  the        1837. 
rule  applied  to  prisoners  as  well  as  others;  and  Cox  v.  TuU 
loch  (a)  shewed  that  when  the  irregularity  was  in  proceed-  th- 

ings had  in  vacation,  the  application  might  be  made  at 
chambers,  and  that  the  parly  could  not  wait  until  the  first 
four  days  of  term. 

WiUe,  Serjt.,  stated  that  the  matter  had  been  taken  to 
chambers  two  days  after  the  arrest,  and  had  been  ad- 
journed for  consideration. 

W.  II.  Watson. — As  this  did  not  appear  on  the  affi- 
davits,  the  Court  could  not  take  it  from  the  statement  of 
counsel. 

CoLTMANy  J. — In  Fowell  v.  Pttre  (6),  a  party  applying 
to  the  Court  after  nineteen  days,  and  objecting  to  a  defect 
in  the  affidavit  to  hold  to  bail,  was  held  to  be  too  late* 

Wilde,  Serjt.|  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended  that 
the  arrest  was  not  regular,  unless  the  whole  of  the  terms 
required  by  the  statute  had  been  complied  with.  Although 
the  statute  did  not  absolutely  say  that  the  arrest  should 
be  void  unless  all  the  things  required  were  done,  yet  the 
Courts  had  given  effect  to  its  meaning,  in  requiring  the 
terms  to  be  strictly  fulfilled.  The  custody  of  the  de- 
fendant must  be  entirely  legal,  and  it  was  no  answer  to 
say  that  the  failure  was  in  any  particular  person.  No  de- 
fendant could  be  rightfully  in  custody  under  the  statute, 
unless  he  received  a  true  copy  of  the  wTit  of  capias ;  and 
whether  it  was  that  the  writ  was  wrong,  or  that  the  copy 
was  wrong,  it  was  immaterial,  and  the  error  was  equally 
available.  The  very  fact  of  his  being  in  custody  would 
prevent  him  from  ascertaining  where  the  error  commenced. 

(a)  Ante,  VoL  2,  p.  47.  ifi)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  276. 
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1837.        Then,  with  regard  to  the  question  of  time,  it  was  sufficient 
Brashour     ^^^  ^^®  defendant  to  say  that  he  was  now  in  custody,  and, 
^    ^-  that  custody  bein^  illefral,  he  would  be  entitled  to  his  dis- 

charge.  The  objection  was  not  a  mere  technical  one  to 
the  want  of  form  of  an  affidavit,  but  it  was  a  substantial 
one  to  the  legality  of  the  custody ;  and  there  was  an  ob- 
vious distinction  between  the  two  cases ;  the  one  depended 
on  the  practice  of  the  Court,  the  other  on  the  statute.  If 
a  correct  copy  had  been  served,  the  case  might  have 
assumed  a  different  aspect ;  but  it  was  not  so,  and  there* 
fore  the  objection  as  to  time  could  not  apply  to  the  case. 
The  statute  was  for  the  benefit  of  defendants,  and  a  strong 
opinion  was  given  by  this  Court  in  the  case  of  Nicol  v. 
Boyne  (a),  of  the  necessity  of  adhering  strictly  to  the  pre- 
cise forms  which  were  given  by  statutes.  The  case  of 
Smith  V.  Pennell  (6)  was  also  in  point.  The  plaintiff  could 
not  lose  any  thing  by  this  rule  being  granted,  for  he  had 
his  remedy  against  the  sheriff  in  the  event  of  his  suffering 
by  his  neglect;  but  it  was  enough  for  the  defendant  to 
say  that  there  had  been  an  irregularity,  and  to  claim  the 
benefit  of  the  statute. 

Tin  DAL,  C.  J. — I  think  this  application  comes  too  late, 
and  it  is  a  fault  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  he  has 
made  no  excuse  for  not  applying  to  a  judge  at  cham- 
bers. It  is  a  rule  often  acted  upon,  that  unless  some  suffi- 
cient cause  is  shewn  for  not  applying  to  the  Court  on  any 
ground  of  irregularity,  an  application  will  not  be  enter- 
tained after  eight  days  shall  have  elapsed,  which  is  the 
time  limited  for  putting  in  special  bail.  A  question  has 
arisen,  as  to  whether,  in  consequence  of  the  error  in  the 
copy  of  the  capias,  delivered  to  the  defendant,  the  arrest 
is  void,  or,  whether  the  error  amounts  to  more  than  an 
irregularity,  and  on  looking  at  the  rule  of  10  Reg.  Gen. 


(a)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  761.  (6)  lb.,  p.  664. 


Russell. 
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M.  T.  3  Will.  4(fl),  I  think  it  is  an  irregularity  only.  By  1837. 
that  rule,  it  is  clear,  that  on  an  application  to  the  Court  _  9. 
by  the  party  who  sued  out  the  writ^  any  irregularity  may 
be  permitted  to  be  amended,  and  if  that  be  so^  I  think  the 
present  case  comes  within  the  rule  to  which  I  have  re- 
ferred^ and  the  application  is  consequently  too  late.  It  is 
unnecessary  to  go  into  the  other  point  as  to  whether  this 
neglect  of  the  sheriff's  officer,  would  be  sufficient  to  in- 
duce the  Court  to  discharge  the  defendant  out  of  custody, 
but  I  think  there  is  no  doubt  that  it  would  be  so, 

BosANQUET,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  I  do  not 
think  it  necessary  to  repeat  the  grounds  stated  by  the 
chief  justice,  but  I  think  that  this  omission  to  state  cor- 
rectly the  name  of  the  king  or  queen,  falls  within  the  rule 
of  M.  T.  3  Will.  4k  Then  it  is  quite  clear,  that  it  must 
be  taken  advantage  of  in  reasonable  time,  and  eight  days 
is  the  time  limited  in  a  case  of  this  description.  That  has 
been  decided,  and  it  has  been  acted  upon  frequently  at 
chambers.  On  the  other  point,  it  is  unnecessary  to  give 
»ny  opinion,  although  I  should  be  very  sorry  to  be  sup- 
posed to  have  any  doubt  on  the  subject. 

CoLTMAN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Rule  discharged* 
(fl)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  473. 


DowNTON  t?.  Styles. 

JSEST  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  an  attachment  against  An  affidaTlt  in 
W.  Finch,  an  attorney  of  the  Court,  for  not  obeying  an  for  an  attach- 
order  of  this  Court.  TC^^rZ 

obeying  an 
order  of  Court,  not  stating  him  to  be  an  attorney  of  the  Court  in  which  the  rule  hai  been  obtained, 
is  sufficient,  since  1  Vict.  c.  50,  s.  4. 
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R,  V.  Richard*  shewed  cause. — He  objected  to  the  affi- 
davit on  which  the  rule  had  been  obtained^  on  the  ground 
of  its  not  stating  the  attorney  to  be  an  attorney  of  this 
Court. 


Best^  contra,  contended,  that  Finch  was  clearly  shewn 
to  be  an  attorney ;  and  that  as,  by  the  statute  1  Vic.  c.  56, 
s.  4,  an  attorney  of  one  Court  was  permitted  to  practise 
in  another,  and  provided  tiiat  he  should  be  liable  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  that  Court,  as  if  he  had  been  duly  admitted, 
the  description  was  sufficient 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.,  was  of  opinion  that  the  affidavit  was 
sufficient. 

On  the  merits  the  rule  was  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


Where,  in  an 
action  which 
was  referred  to 
an  arbitrator, 
there  were  two 
issues,  but  only 
one  breach,  and 
the  arbitrator, 
in  his  award, 
directed  a  Ter- 
dict  to  be  en- 
tered on  the 
first  issue,  with 
1j.  damages, 
and  on  the  se- 
cond issue  with 
13 J.  Kd.  da- 
mages:— R9\d^ 
BUffideDt 


Smith,  Administratrix,  v,  TheFestiniog  Railway 

Company. 

x^OWLING  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  an  award, 
on  the  ground  of  its  being  bad  on  the  face  of  it.  The  plain- 
tiff was  administratrix  of  John  Smith,  her  husband,  and 
the  action  was  brought  on  an  agreement,  by  which  the 
intestate  agreed  to  perform  certain  work  for  the  defendants 
in  making  a  railway,  for  which  he  was  to  be  paid  6000/., 
in  instalments^  as  the  work  was  done.  The  declaration 
alleged  seven-eighths  of  the  work  to  have  been  done,  but 
that  the  defendants  did  not  pay  the  instalments  as  they 
became  due,  the  seventh  still  remaining  unpaid.  The 
defendants  pleaded,  first,  the  non-performance  of  the  work 
in  the  manner  alleged ;  and  secondly,  that  they  had  paid 
the  instalments  according  to  the  tenor,  intent,  and  mean- 
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ing  of  the  covenant,  as  they  became  due.  The  cause 
came  down  for  trial  at  Liverpool  before  CoUman,  J.,  but 
was  referred  to  an  arbitrator,  with  all  matters  in  diHerencCi 
the  costs  of  the  fcference  and  of  the  cause  to  abide  the 
event.  The  arbitrator,  in  his  award,  directed  that  a  ver- 
dict should  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  on  both  issues ;  on 
the  first  issue,  with  Is.  damages,  and  on  the  second  with 
13i.  4e{.  damages.  This  finding,  it  was  now  urged^  was 
uncertain ;  for  the  first  two  issues  were  on  one  breach, 
and  the  arbitrator  therefore  should  have  directed  the  ver- 
dict to  be  entered  with  reference  to  the  breach,  and  not 
with  reference  to  the  issues,  and  should  have  fixed  some 
one  specific  sum. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — ^Why  should  not  the  two  sums  be 
added  together,  and  the  verdict  entered  for  14^.  4e/.?  The 
arbitrator  liad  a  right  to  find  nominal  damages  on  the  first 
plea,  finding  it  to  be  untrue  in  fact,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
had  done  the  work.  I  do  not  see  that  we  ought  to  go  out 
of  our  way  to  discover  a  fault  in  the  finding  of  the  arbi- 
trator. The  result  appears  to  be  that  he  went  into  the 
accounts  between  the  parties,  and  found  135.  ifcL  due. 

Cowling  referred  to  the  case  of  Moriin  v.  Burge  (a). 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — The  arbitrator  directs  the  verdict  to  be 
entered  on  each  of  the  issues,  and  I  think  it  would  be 
straining  to  get  rid  of  the  justice  of  the  case  if  we  were 
to  grant  this  rule.  The  two  sums  added  together  would 
make  a  very  good  sum  to  be  entered  as  the  amount  of  the 
verdict. 

Rule  refused. 


191 


1837. 

Smith 

r. 

Fbstinioo 

Railway 

CoMPAaiT. 


(a)  4  Ad.  a:  £11.  973. 
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An  affidavit  of 
debt,  alleging 
the  defendant 
to  be  indebted 
in  184/.  on  a 
promissory  note 
"  drawn  and 
made  payable 
for  the  like 
sum,"  b  suffi- 
cient, and  the 
amount  of  the 
note  need  not 
be  more  spe- 
cifically men- 
tioned. 

The  jurat  of 
an  affidavit 
sworn  before  a 
commissioner, 
stating  it  to 
have  been  re- 
ceived "by  vir- 
tue of  a  com- 
mission forth," 
and  omitting 
the  word  "  is- 
sued," is  suffi- 
cient. 

An  objection 
to  an  affidavit 
of  debt,  that  it 
is  not  intitled 
in  any  Court 
must  be  taken 
within  the  time 
limited  for  en- 
tering an  ap- 
pearance, and, 
in  the  case  of  a 
prisoner,  sick- 
ness doei  not 
excuse  delay. 


Daley  v.  D'Arcy  Mahon. 

JljLURLSTONE  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  to  discharge 
the  defendant  out  of  custody,  on  his  entering  a  common 
appearance.  Tiie  ground  on  which  he  applied  was  a 
defect  in  the  affidavit  of  debt,  as  it  did  not  state  the 
amount  of  the  promissory  note,  on  whicli  the  action  was 
brought.  The  affidavit  merely  stated  that  the  defendant 
was  indebted  in  184/.  on  a  promissory  note  ''drawn  and 
made  payable  for  the  like  sum."  The  case  of  Molineux 
V.  Dortnan(a)  was  relied  on. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — The  affidavit  clearly  indicates  the 
amount  of  the  note,  and  I  think  it  is  sufficient. 

Hurlstone  then  objected  to  the  jurat.  It  stated  the  af- 
fidavit to  have  been  sworn  before  a  Commissioner  in  Ire- 
land ''by  virtue  of  a  commission  forth  from  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas."  The  word  "issued"  was  omitted,  and 
this,  it  was  contended,  was  material,  as  without  the  word, 
the  jurat  was  unintelligible. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — The  meaning  of  the  jurat  is  plain 
enough,  and  you  cannot  be  successful  on  that  objection. 

Hurlstone  made  a  third  objection  to  the  affidavit,  that 
it  was  not  intitled  in  this  Court  pursuant  to  1  Reg. 
Gen.  H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  s.  4,  and  urged  that  it  could  not 
therefore  be  used»  The  rule  was,  "  An  affidavit  sworn 
before  a  Judge  of  any  of  the  Courts  of  King's  Bench, 
Common  Pleas,  or  Exchequer  shall  be  received  in 
the  Court  to  which  such  Judge  belongs,  though  not  inti- 
tled of  that  Court ;  but  not  in  any  other  Court,  unless 


(fl)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  662. 
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intitled  in  the  Court  in  which  it  is  to  be  used**  (a).  He,  1837' 
however,  pointed  out  that  the  case  had  already  been  be- 
fore a  Judge  at  Chambers^  and  an  objection  having  been 
taken  to  the  application,  on  the  ground  of  its  being  too 
late,  and  some  doubt  being  entertained  by  the  Judge, 
it  was  agreed  that  the  case  should  stand  over  for  the 
opinion  of  the  Court.  The  arrest  was  the  ^5th  July,  and 
the  application  to  the  Judge  was  not  made  until  the  15th 
August. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — The  rule  has  been,  that  such  an  objec- 
tion should  be  taken  before  the  time  limited  for  entering 
an  appearance  has  expired. 

Hurlstone  said  that  there  were  contrary  decisions  upon 
the  subject.  In  Rock  v.  Johnson  {b),  which  was  a  deci- 
sion in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  it  would  appear  that  the 
rule  was  not  so  strict  with  regard  to  prisoners,  as  with 
respect  to  persons  nt  large.  It  was  true  that  in  Fowell  v. 
Petre  (c),  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  held  that  such  an 
application  by  a  prisoner,  after  nineteen  days,  was  too  late ; 
but  in  Primrose  v.  Baddcley  (d)  it  was  said,  that  the  de- 
lay might  be  accounted  for  by  an  affidavit.  Here,  an  affi- 
davit was  made  by  the  defendant,  which  stated,  that  the 
deponent  had  been  suffering  from  ill  health,  which  was  of 
80  serious  a  nature,  that  he  was  entirely  prevented  from 
attending  to  business. 

Tin  DAL,  C.  J. — I  do  not  think  that  is  a  ground  on  which 
the  defendant  can  be  excused  by  the  Court ;  but  it  must 
be  some  such  reason,  as  that  his  attorney  has  deceived 
him,  or  acted  unfairly  by  him.  He  put  his  affairs  into 
the  hands  of  his  attorney,  and  his  personal  attendance  to 

(fl)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  134.  (c)  Ante,  Vol  6,  p.  276. 

(b)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  406.  id)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  360. 
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the  business  was  unnecessary.  Besides,  if  personal  a£9ic- 
tion  were  a  ground  for  excuse,  the  want  of  money,  which 
is  in  one  sense  an  affliction,  miglit  be  urged  in  some  fu- 
ture case.  I  was  disposed  to  grant  a  rule  on  the  want  of 
title  to  the  affidavit,  but  owing  to  the  tardiness  of  the  de- 
fendant in  coming  to  the  Court,  I  must  refuse  to  do  so. 


Rule  refused. 


Where,  in  an 
action  of  libel, 
the  plaintiff 
demurs  to  the 
pleas  to  the 
second  count  in 
the  delaraiion, 
takes  issue  on 
those  pleadtd 
to  the  first 
count,  and  re- 
plies de  injuria 
to  the  pleas  to 
the  third  count, 
and  obtains 
judgment  on  the 
demurrer;  the 
Court  will  not 
permit  him  to 
withdraw  his 
replication  to 
the  pleas  to  the 
third  count,  and 
demur,  on  the 
ground  that 
those  pleas  are 
open  to  the 
same  objection 
as  those  before 
demurred  tu, 
but  will  permit 
him  to  with- 
draw the  first 
and  third 
counts  of  the 
declaration. 


DeLEGAL  v.  HlGHLGY. 

rVlLDEf  Serjt.,  had  obtained  a  rule  caUing  on  the  de- 
fendant to  shew  cause  why  the  record  should  not  be 
amended  by  striking  out  the  first  count  in  the  declaration, 
and  by  withdrawing  the  replication  of  de  injuria  to  the 
pleas  to  the  third  count,  and  substituting  a  demurrer  for 
those  pleas. 

Talfourdy  Serjt.,  and  E,  V,  Williams^  shewed  cause. 
It  was  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  pub- 
lication of  a  Ubel,  which  consisted  of  a  statement  of  the 
proceedings  in  a  charge  made  before  the  Lord  Mayor  at 
the  Mansion-house,  London,  and  the  declaration  contained 
three  counts.  The  defendant  pleaded  several  pleas,  justify- 
ing the  publication  as  a  true  account  of  the  proceedings, 
and  the  plaintiff  demurred  to  those  pleas  which  were  plead- 
ed to  the  second  count  of  the  declaration  and  replied  de 
injuria  to  those  pleaded  to  the  third  count.  On  argument 
the  Court  held  the  pleas  to  be  bad,  on  the  ground  that  in 
the  statement  there  were  contained  some  observations  of  a 
nature  injurious  to  the  plaintiff's  character,  which  were 
made  by  a  person  in  Court,  who  held  the  situation  of  clerk 
to  the  Lord  Mayor,  and  who  therefore  was  not  called  upon 
by  his  duty  to  say  anything.  Judgment  was  therefore  given 
for  the  plaintiff  on  this  demurrer,  and  the  object  of  the  pre- 
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sent  rule  was  to  withdraw  the  replication  of  de  injurift  to  1837* 
the  pleas  to  the  3rd  count  of  the  declaration,  in  order  that 
they  also  might  be  demurred  to  on  the  above  ground,  as  it 
was  suggested  that  they  were  liable  to  the  same  objection. 
It  was  submitted,  however,  that  as  this  was  an  application 
entirely  to  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  and  as  the  plaintiff's 
case  was  not  of  a  nature  to  entitle  him  to  any  favour,  the 
Court  would  discharge  the  rule.  No  precedent  could  be 
found  for  such  an  alteration  being  made.  The  case  of  <S/ro- 
iher  V.  Randerson  {a)  was  in  point.  That  was  an  action  of 
trespass  for  an  assault,  and  the  pleas  were,  first,  not  guilty ; 
and,  secondly,  a  justification:  the  plaintiff  replied,  join- 
ing issue  on  these  pleas  and  new  assigning,  and  the  defend- 
ant demurred  to  the  replication  and  the  new  assignment. 
On  the  first  issue  there  was  a  verdict  with  15/.  damages, 
and  on  the  second  issue,  nominal  damages  were  given. 
The  plaintiff  then  entered  a  nolle  prosequi  as  to  the  new 
assignment,  and  gave  the  defendant  judgment  on  the  de- 
murrer, and  the  Court  set  aside  the  not.  pros.  Mr.  Justice 
Coleridge  there  laid  down  the  principle  that  the  nol.  pros, 
might  be  entered  as  to  the  whole  cause  of  action  ;  but,  if 
the  plaintiff  proceeded  as  he  desired,  he  would  be  taking 
the  chance  of  a  verdict  on  the  general  issue,  and  then,  if 
he  succeeded,  he  would  abandon  his  new  assignment, 
keeping  all  he  could  get  by  the  verdict.  In  De  Rutxen 
▼•  Lloyd  (b)  the  principle  of  that  case  was  recognised  in- 
cidentally. 

Wilde,  Serjt.,  contr&,  said  that  the  reason  for  striking 
out  the  first  count  was,  that  some  doubt  existed  as  to  its 
sufficiency,  and  it  was  the  constant  practice  to  allow  one 
of  several  counts  to  be  withdrawn.  The  pleas  to  the 
second  count  had  been  already  held  bad,  and  it  would  be 
therefore  useless  to  go  down  to  trial  on  the  pleas  to  the  third 

(a)  Ante,  Vol  6,  p.  280.  (6)  5  Ad.  &  Ell.  466. 
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count,  for  even  if  the  defendant  should  obtain  a  verdict, 
the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  judgment  non  obstante 
veredicto,  as  they  were  open  to  the  same  objection. 

Tin  DAL,  C.  J. — This  is  a  case  in  which  we  can  lay  down 
no  general  rule,  but  I  confess  I  do  not  think  that  the 
plaintiff,  after  having  made  this  election,  and  joined 
issue,  is  entitled  to  adopt  this  course.  He  may,  however, 
strike  out  his  first  and  third  counts,  for,  as  to  them,  he  is 
at  liberty  to  enter  a  nolle  prosequi,  on  paying  the  defend- 
ant his  costs  occasioned  by  the  amendment,  but  we  cannot 
permit  him  to  withdraw  his  replication  and  demur. 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 

Rule  discharged  accordingly. 


A  plea  of  the 
iMmkruptcy  of 
one  of  the 
plaintiffs  since 
the  commence- 
ment of  the 
action,  is  not 
an  issuable  plea, 
within  the  terms 
of  pleading 
I'issoably," 
imposed  on  ob- 
taing  time  to 
plead. 


Staples  and  Another  v.  Holdsworth. 

Greenwood  had  obtained  a  rule  in  this  action, 
which  was  in  assumpsit,  for  pleading  the  bankruptcy  of 
one  of  the  plaintiffs  since  the  comtpencement  of  the  suit. 
It  appeared  that  the  action  was  commenced  in  the  year 
1827,  and,  in  Trinity  Term  of  that  year,  a  declaration 
was  delivered.  On  the  27 th  of  November,  an  order  for 
time  to  plead  was  obtained  by  the  defendant;  and,  after 
that,  owing  to  the  absence  of  one  of  the  plaintiffs  from 
England,  the  plaintiff  did  not  proceed  until  September, 
1836.  A  term's  notice  was  then  given  by  the  plaintiffs,  and 
a  demand  of  plea  made;  but,  on  the  8th  of  May,  1837,  the 
order  for  time  to  plead  was  renewed,  upon  the  terms  of 
pleading  issuably,  rejoining  gratis,  and  taking  short  notice 
of  trial.  The  question  raised  by  the  present  rule  was, 
whether  a  plea  of  the  bankruptcy  of  one  of  the  plaintiffs, 
since  the  commencement  of  the  action,  was  an  issuable 
plea,  within  the  meaning  of  the  terms  imposed. 
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R.  V.  Richards  shewed  cause  against  the  rule,  and        1^7* 
stated   that  a  summons  had  already  been  taken  out  at      sfaplbs 
chambers  with  the  same  object  as  the  present  rule,  but  ^' 

,,  .  HOLDiWORTU. 

an  order  was  refused  by  Mr.  Justice  Bosanquet;  so  that, 
in  fact,  the  present  application  was  for  a  review  of  the 
decision  of  that  learned  Judge.  It  was  admitted,  that, 
under  the  terms  of  the  order  to  plead  issuably,  the  defen- 
dant was  no  doubt  entitled  to  plead,  not  merely  the  gene- 
ral issue,  but  any  other  pleas  on  which  the  plaintiff  might 
take  issue,  and  go  to  trial  on  the  substantial  merits  of 
the  case.  A  plea  in  abatement  was  not  an  issuable  plea« 
nor  was  a  plea  of  alien  enemy,  nor  plene  administravit; 
why,  therefore,  should  a  plea  of  bankruptcy  be  considered 
issuable?  In  Chitty*s  Precedents  of  Pleading  (a)  a  case 
of  Barker  v.  Skinner  was  referred  to,  where  it  had  been 
held,  before  Patteson^  J ,  at  chambers,  that  a  plea  of  the 
bankruptcy  of  one  of  the  plaintiffs  since  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action,  was  not  an  issuable  plea.  Besides,  he 
had  an  affidavit,  made  by  the  assignee  of  the  bankrupt, 
who  swore  that  he  had  not  interfered,  and  did  not  intend 
to  interfere,  with  the  action,  or  to  make  any  claim  on  the 
defendant. 

Wilder  Serjt.,  and  Greenwood,  in  support  of  the  rule. — 
Under  an  order  to  plead  issuably,  a  party  could  not  be 
compelled  to  give  up  a  substantial  defence  to  the  action. 
By  the  63rd  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16, 
it  was  provided,  **  that  the  Commissioners  of  Bankrupts 
should  convey  all  present  and  future  personal  estates  of  a 
bankrupt,  and  all  property  which  might  come  to  him  before 
he  should  have  obtained  his  certificate,  as  well  as  all  debts 
due  to  the  bankrupt,  to  the  assignee ;  and  such  assignment 
should  vest  the  property,  right,  and  interest  in  the  assig- 
nees; and,  after  the  assignment,  neither  the  bankrupt,  nor 

(a)  Page  11. 
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1837-        any  other  person  claiming  through  or  under  him,  should 

SvAPLBs       ^*^^®  ^^^  power  to  recover  the  same,  nor  to  make  any  release 

«•  or  discharge  thereof;  but  the  assignees  should  have  like  re- 

HOLDSWOSTH.-  . 

inedy  to  recover  the  same  in  their  own  names,  as  the  bank- 
rupt himself  might  have  had,  if  he  had  not  been  adjudged 
bankrupt."  This  act,  therefore,  was  specific  in  shutting 
out  the  bankrupt  from  any  right  to  receive  the  proceeds 
of  the  action.  The  pleas  which  had  been  referred  to,  as 
being  of  a  similar  character  to  that  of  bankruptcy,  were 
only  of  a  nature  to  raise  a  temporary  disability,  and  to 
delay  the  action,  but  not  to  defeat  it. 

BosANQUET,  J. — There  is  a  case  o{ Searley.Bradshato  (a), 
in  which  a  defendant,  in  an  action  against  him  as  admini- 
strator, being  under  terms  to  plead  issuably,  pleaded  plena 
administravit  and  his  own  bankruptcy  r  and  it  was  held, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  at  liberty  to  sign  judgment  as  for 
want  of  a  plea. 

Wilde f  Serjt. — The  argument  in  that  case  turned  on  the 
question  as  to  how  far  the  plea  of  the  defendant's  own 
bankruptcy  was  available,  as  there  must  have  been  a  de- 
vastavit before  the  bankruptcy.  Minchin  v.  Hart  {b)  was 
a  case  where  an  opinion  was  expressed  at  variance  with 
the  decision  at  chambers ;  and  that  decision,  indeed,  ap-^ 
peared  to  have  been  given  with  reference  to  the  particular 
circumstances  of  the  case,  and  not  in  pursuance  of  any 
general  rule.  Kinnear  v.  Tarrant  (c)  was  a  case  in  which 
it  was  held,  that,  to  a  scire  facias  against  bail  upon 
their  recognizance,  it  was  competent  to  the  defendant  to 
plead,  in  bar  against  the  issuing  of  execution,  that,  before 
the  time  of  issuing  the  alias  writ  of  scire  facias,  the  plaintiff 
became  bankrupt,  and  a  commission  issued  against  him. 
Up  to  that  time,  an  idea  had  existed  that  the  assignees* 

(o)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  289.  {h)  1  Chilt.  Rep.  215. 

(c)  15  East,  622. 


MICHAELMAS  TSRM,  1  VICT.  199 

could  go  on  in  the  name  of  the  bankrupt;  but  there,  the        1837. 

law  was  considered,  and  a  decision  given  that  they  could 

not    Mr.  Baron  Bayley  referred  to  the  case,  as  correct-  «• 

,  HOLDfWOlf  H. 

ing  the  law  in  this  point,  in  Biggs  v.  Cox  {a).  The  decision 
in  Siadhohne  ▼.  Hodgson  (b),  that  the  Statute  of  Limi- 
tations was  not  an  issuable  plea,  was  overruled  by  the 
subsequent  case  of  Rucker  v.  Hannay  (c).     So  far  from 
there  being  any  reason,  in  fact,  why  that  plea  should  not 
be  pleaded,  it  was  so  distinctly  to  the  merits,  that  a  defend- 
ant might  plead  it  against  a  special  order.     So  long  as 
the  plea  barred  the  plaintiff  in  the  action,  it  was  good, 
and  could  not  be  objected  to  as  not  issuable*    After  an 
order  to  plead  issuably,  a  special  demurrer  was  allowed : 
Barker  v.  Gleadow  (J),  which  was  a  decision  overruling 
Sawtell  y.  Gillard  (e),   and   other  cases  of  that  class. 
Newnham  v.  Dowding  (/)  was  a  case,  also,  where  it  was 
held  that  a  special  demurrer  might  be  pleaded,  after  an 
order  to  plead  issuably,  on  the  ground  of  misjoinder  of 
counts  in  the  declaration.     The  merits  were  any  such  ob- 
jections as  were  answers  to  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action, 
whether  they  depended  on  an  act  of  Parliament  or  not. 
They  were  not  the  moral  merits,  but  those  which  were 
legal,  for  an  inquiry  into  the  moral  merits  of  a  case  was 
too  wide  to  be  entertained  by  the  Court.     The  rules  of 
law  and  of  evidence  were  not  framed  for  them,  and  the 
Court,  in  deciding  on  them,  would  be  deciding  on  a  ques- 
tion not  within  their  jurisdiction.  Maddocks  v.  Holmes  (g) 
waa  also  cited. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — This  was  a  motion  for  leave  to  plead 
the  bankruptcy  of  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  which  took  place 

(a)  4  B.  &  C.  920.  (c)  6  D.  &  R.  620. 

(b)  2  T.  R.  390.  (/)  1  Chitt.  711. 

(c)  3  T.  R.  124.  (g)  1  Bos.  &  P.  228. 
{d)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  134. 
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after  the  commencement  of  the  action,  in  addition  to  the 
plea  of  non  assumpsit.     It  was  made  by  way  of  appeal 
from  the  decision  of  a  judge  at  chambers,  who  had  refused 
to  allow  the  two  pleas.     The   defendant  had  had  time 
given  him  to  plead  on  the  usual  terms,  one  of  which  was, 
that  he  should  plead  issuably  ;  and  the  question  debated 
on  the  motion  before  us,  was,  whether  the  proposed  plea 
is  an  issuable  plea  within  the  meaning  of  a  judge's  order; 
and  we  arc  of  opinion  that  it  is  not.     The  meaning  of  the 
terms  ''  pleading  issuably,**  as  stated  by  Lord  Kenyan  (a), 
is,  not  merely  pleading  a  plea  on  which  issue  may  be  taken, 
but  such  a  pica  as  goes  to  the  merits ;  and  the  substantial 
merits  of  the  action  in  this  case  are,  whether  the  defend- 
ant ever  entered  into  the  alleged  contract,  and  whether 
he  has  broken  it ;  but  the  effect  of  the  proposed  plea,  if 
allowed,  will  be  merely  to  turn   the  plaintiffs  round,  in 
order  that  the  same  question  may  be  litigated  in  another 
action.     It  is  obvious  that  the  substantial  merits  of  the 
controversy  between  these  parties  may  be  tried  as  well  in 
the  present  action,  as  in  one  to  be  brought  by  the  solvent 
plaintiff*  and  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupt,  against  the 
present  defendant.     It  also  appears  to  us,  that  no  injury 
can  result  to  the  defendant  from  his  being  compelled  to 
try  the  question  of  his  liability  in  the  present  form  of  ac- 
tion ;  for,  if  the  plaintiffs  should  recover  judgment  against 
him,  and  receive  satisfaction,  the  present  defendant  can 
never  be  compelled  to  pay  the  money  over  again.     Or,  if 
we  put  the  case  the  other  way,  and  suppose  the  defendant 
to  succeed  in  the  present  action,  and  obtain  a  judgment 
on  a  plea  which  goes  to  the  merits,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
in  that  case  also,  the  judgment  would  be  a  bar  to  any  sub- 
sequent action  which  might  be  brought  by  the  solvent 
plaintiff*in  conjunction  with  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupt. 
It  was  argued,  that  the  defendant  may  have  a  good  de- 


(a)  8T.R.  71. 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  1  VICT.  201 

fence  against  any  action  to  which  the  assignees  are  par-        1837. 
ties,  though  such  defence  might  not  he  available  against 
the  present  plaintiffs^  and  that  it  is  unjust  to  deprive  him  v. 

of  any  advantage  which  the  proposed  plea  would  give  him. 
It  appears  to  us,  however,  that  the  possibility  of  a  good 
defence  being  made  to  the  action,  if  brought  by  the  as- 
signees, does  not  render  the  plea  an  issuable  plea  on  the 
merits.  That  must  depend,  not  on  any  extrinsic  circum- 
stances, but  on  the  nature  of  the  defence  raised  by  the 
plea  itself*  If  there  are  any  circumstances  dehors  the  plea, 
which  would  render  it  fit  that  it  should  be  pleaded,  they 
may,  in  the  particular  case,  furnish  grounds  for  an  appli- 
cation to  be  released  from  the  terms  imposed  by  the 
judge's  order,  but  they  cannot  make  the  plea  itself  an  is- 
suable plea.  Another  argument  pressed  upon  us  has  been, 
that  the  defendant  may  wish  to  examine  the  bankrupt,  or 
to  give  in  evidence  declarations  made  by  the  assignees ; 
but  we  think  the  same  answer  applies  to  this  as  to  the 
preceding  objection.  A  further  ground,  on  which,  the  pro- 
priety of  allowing  the  two  pleas  to  be  pleaded,  becomes 
very  questionable,  is,  that  the  one  is  a  plea  in  bar  gene- 
rally, and  the  other  a  plea  to  the  further  maintenance  of 
the  action ;  but  as  a  decision  on  that  ground  would  pro- 
bably lead  only  to  a  further  application  to  the  Court  in  a 
different  form,  we  have  thought  it  best  to  decide  the  ques- 
tion upon  the  point  which  has  been  argued  before  us ; 
and  we  cannot  but  observe,  that  in  the  particular  case 
before  us,  there  is  the  less  reason  to  doubt  that  the  plea 
is  dilatory,  as  the  assignees  are  stated  to  have  declined 
interfering.  We  therefore  think  this  rule  must  be  dis- 
charged. 

Rule  discharged. 
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MoRLET,  Administrator^  ▼.  Inglis  and  Others. 

h.tt5iven  Declaration  for  money  had  and  received  to  the 
a  guarmntee  for    uge  of  the  intestate,  and  on  an  account  stated  with  him. 

the  payment  ^'    rr*.       .  r  i      > 

i600iL,and  any  The  defendants  pleaded,  that  in  the  life  time  of  the  intes- 

which  might  be  ^^^^9  ^^  Consideration  that  the  defendants,  at  his  request, 

Mn*b"Ae^dSi*  had  agreed  to  lend  to  John  Comeridge  the  younger  (the 

f«ndant,aciaim  son  of  the  intestate),  a  sum  of  1600/.,  and  would,  with  the 

money  so  ad-  consent  of  the  said  John  Comeridge,  hold  the  same  at  the 

IIiarantee,u'  disposal,  and  place  the  same  to  the  credit  in  account  of  the 

not  ihe  subject  intestate ;  and  also  in  consideration  that  the  defendants, 

of  a  set-off  to  a  ' 

declaration  for  at  the  request  of  the  intestate,  would  advance  to,  or  for,  or 
reoeiTed,andon  on  account  of  the  Said  John  Comeridge,  such  further  sums 
•toted!*'*"^         as  he  might  require  of  the  defendants,  the  intestate,  by  a 

memorandum  in  writing,  guaranteed  and  agreed  with  the 
defendants  to  be  answerable  to  them  for  the  repayment  of 
the  said  sum,  and  also  any  further  sums  which  might  be 
owing  to  them  from  the  said  John  Comeridge,  and  the  de- 
fendants confiding,  &c«,  did  with  the  assent  of  the  said  John 
Comeridge  hold  the  said  sum  agreed  to  be  lent,  and  which 
was  then  lent  to  him  by  the  said  defendants  on  the  terms 
aforesaid,  at  the  disposal  of,  and  place  the  same  to  the 
credit  in  account  of  the  intestate,  and  did  accordingly 
then  advance  and  pay  the  same  upon  the  terms  aforesaid, 
and  relying  on  the  said  guarantee  did  afterwards,  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  intestate,  advance  and  pay  to  and  for,  and 
on  account  of  the  said  John  Comeridge,  divers  other  sums 
of  money,  and  although  the  time  for  repayment  had  long 
since  elapsed,  and  the  said  John  Comeridge  had  been  re- 
quested to  pay,  yet  nevertheless  he  had  not  paid  the  said 
sums  of  money  advanced,  of  which  the  intestate  in  his 
lifetime  had  notice,  and  was  requested  to  pay ;  but  yet  the 
intestate  in  his  lifetime  had  not  paid,  nor  had  the  plaintiff, 
as  administrator,  paid  the  same  since  the  death  of  the  in- 
testate.    The  plea  then  concluded  with  a  set-off.     De- 
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murrer  to  so  much  of  the  defendants'  plea  as  related  to 
the  guarantee,  that  money  claimed  to  be  due  on  such  a 
guarantee  was  not  matter  of  set-off. 

Martin^  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — It  was  clear,  from 
the  plea,  that  the  monies  referred  to  as  having  been  lent 
by  the  defendants,  had  been  advanced  to  the  son  of  the 
intestate  and  not  to  the  intestate  himselF.  At  common  law 
a  debt  or  other  demand  due  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  de- 
fendant, or  any  other  cross  demand,  was  no  answer  to  the 
claim  of  a  plaintiff,  and  the  right  to  set-off  such  cross 
debts  was  given  first  by  the  statute  2  Geo.  2^  c.  22,  s.  13. 
It  was  provided  by  that  section  **  that  where  there  were 
mutual  debts  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  one 
debt  might  be  set  against  the  other."  One  debt  therefore 
might  be  set-off  against  another,  but  this  did  not  apply  in 
all  cases.  Then,  first,  a  liability  on  a  guarantee  was  not  a 
debt,  but  it  was  a  collateral  liability,  affecting  the  parties 
only  on  the  default  of  the  principal.  This  was  to  be  col- 
lected from  the  early  authorities  (a).  The  learned  anno- 
tator  in  the  latter  book  collected  all  the  authorities  upon 
the  subject,  and  it  was  said  at  length,  as  the  principle  to 
be  drawn  from  them,  that  there  must  be  a  special  count  in 
an  action  on  a  guarantee,  and  that  a  general  indebitatus 
assumpsit  count  would  not  do.  Butclier  v.  Andrews  (6), 
was  a  strong  case  in  point,  and  Marriot  v.  Lister  (c),  was 
abo  to  the  same  effect.  In  Mines  v.  ScuUhorpe  {d),  the 
same  question  arose  on  an  indebitatus  assumpsit  brought 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered  to  a  third  person,  on  a  writ- 
ten guarantee  given  by  the  defendant,  and  the  Court  held 
that  a  special  declaration  was  necessary.  In  Cbitty  on 
Pleading  (e),  it  was  laid  down  in  the  same  way.     Secondly, 


(fl)  1  Roll.  Abr.  694, pl.30  and         (c)  1  Wils.  141,  b. 
35;  1  Wms.  Saund.  211,  b.  (d)  2  Camp.  215. 

(6)  1  Salk.  23.  (c)  Vol.  1,  p.  113. 
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1837*        there  was  no  case  in  which  money  due  on  a  guarantee  was 
^  made  the  subject  of  set-off.     There  was  a  general  collec- 

V.  tion  of  subject-matters  of  set-ofF  in  Chitty  on  Pleading  (a), 

but  a  liability  on  a  guarantee  was  not  among  those  men- 
tioncdy  and  the  present  attempt  appeared  to  be  the  first 
which  had  been  made  to  treat  such  a  liability  as  subject- 
matter  of  a  plea  of  set-offl  In  the  case  of  Crawford  v. 
Stirling  (b),  in  which  it  was  distinctly  held  that  a  liability 
on  a  guarantee  was  not  matter  of  set-off,  and  that  case  was 
precisely  parallel  with  the  present.  Here  the  liability  was 
the  loan  to  John  Comeridge  the  younger,  and  nothing 
appeared  but  the  simple  guarantee  to  support  it.  The 
reasons  which  were  given  for  the  decision  in  Crawford  v. 
Stirling  applied  here,  and  that  case  was  therefore  decisive ; 
and  although  it  was  only  a  Nisi  Prius  decision,  it  was  one 
which  had  been  frequently  acted  upon,  and  had  never 
been  questioned.  It  was  to  be  gathered  from  Howlei  v. 
Strickland  (c),  that  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  that  the 
subject-matter  of  a  set-off  must  be  a  defined  and  ascer- 
tained debt.  These  authorities  were  besides  supported 
by  many  others.  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Debt.  B.,  Weigall  y. 
Waters  (d),  Colson  v.  Welsh  (c),  Hutchinson  v.  Reid  (f), 
Hardcastle  v.  Netherwood  (g*).  Cooper  v.  Robinson  (A), 
(which  was  a  very  strong  case  in  point).  Grant  v.  The 
Royal  Exchange  Assurance  Company  (i).  Cope  v. 
Joseph  (k),  was  a  case  in  which  a  contrary  opinion  had 
been  expressed  by  Mr.  Baron  Wood,  but  it  appeared  to 
have  been  given  extra-judicially,  and  quite  without  any 
consideration  of  the  decisions  upon  the  subject  In  that 
case,  the  defendant  was  held  to  bail  on  a  guarantee,  but  by 
the  old  common  law,  arrest  was  only  permitted  in  cases  of 

(a)  Vol.  3,  p.  798.  (/)  3  Camp.  329. 

(b)  4  Esp.  207.  (g)  5  B.  &  Aid.  93. 
(O  Cowp.  66.  (h)  2  Chitt.  Rep.  161. 
{d)  6  T.  R.  488.  (t)  6  M.  &  Sel.  439. 
(e)  1  Esp.  378.  {k)  9  Price,  155. 
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Tiolence.  In  Black.  Com.  (a),  the  law  on  the  subject  of  1837. 
arrest  was  laid  down,  and  tlie  history  of  its  progressive 
changes  was  to  be  found.  The  present  law,  however,  was 
governed  by  a  series  of  statutory  enactments,  commencing 
with  12  Geo.  1,  c.  29,  by  section  2  of  which  it  was  pro- 
vided, that  no  arrest  should  be  made  except  on  affidavit 
of  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action ,  and  affidavit  of  debi  was 
not  mentioned.  Collins  v.  Wallis  {b),  was  a  case  to  which 
the  same  reasoning  would  apply. 

Sir  William  Follett^  in  support  of  the  plea. — By  the 
form  of  the  plea,  the  nature  of  the  set-off  was,  first,  in 
consideration  that  the  defendants,  at  the  request  of  the 
intestate,  had  agreed  to  lend  and  advance  1600/.,  and,  with 
the  consent  of  the  son,  to  hold  the  same  at  the  disposal, 
and  place  it  to  the  credit  of  the  deceased;  so  that  the 
money  was  at  the  disposal  of  the  intestate,  and  it  must  be 
inquired  what  effect  this  would  have  on  the  old  authori- 
ties. The  right  of  set-off  was  undoubtedly  dependent 
upon  the  construction  to  be  put  on  the  statute,  and  upon 
the  meaning  to  be  given  to  the  term  ''  mutual  debts;"  but 
he  apprehended  that  that  expression  was  to  be  taken  in 
its  ordinary  signification ;  and  the  sum  being  ascertained 
which  was  alleged  to  be  due  from  one  to  the  other,  it  was 
a  ''  mutual  debt/'  and  a  proper  subject  of  setoff;  for, 
when  the  sum  was  ascertained,  there  was  no  necessity  for 
the  introduction  of  a  jury  to  assess  damages.  He  admitted 
that  where  an  action  in  assumpsit  or  covenant  was  brought 
to  recover  unliquidated  damages,  so  that  the  amount  to 
be  recovered  was  to  be  ascertained  by  the  jury,  no  set-off 
could  be  alleged;  and  so,  also,  a  set-off  could  not  be 
pleaded,  the  amount  of  which  was  uncertain ;  but  the 
amounts  on  both  sides  must  be  defined  and  ascertained,  in 
order  to  entitle  the  defendant  to  his  set-off.     It  had  been 

(a)  Vol.  3,  p.  281.  {b)  \\  Moore,  248. 
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1837«  contended,  that  a  claim  on  a  guarantee  was  not  a  subject 
for  an  action  of  debt,  and  that  debt  could  only  be  main- 
tained for  a  sum  certain.  This  latter  was  not  the  only 
criterion,  however,  by  which  it  could  be  judged  whether 
debt  would  lie ;  and  it  by  no  means  followed  that,  because 
debt  would  not  lie  in  a  particular  case,  that  the  claim 
would  not  be  subject  of  set-ofE  In  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Debt, 
many  cases  were  given  in  which  debt  would  lie,  and  would 
not ;  and,  besides,  many  cases  were  cited,  where  it  was 
said  to  lie,  and  where  it  would  be  doubtful  whether  a  set- 
off could  be  supported ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  there 
wer^  many  cases  where  a  claim  would  undoubtedly  be 
subject  for  a  set-off,  and  where  debt  would  not  lie.  The 
meaning  of  the  term  ''debt"  was,  that  something  was 
owing  from  one  to  another,  and,  no  doubt,  the  amount 
must  be  liquidated.  Debt  would  not,  in  all  cases,  lie 
against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange:  Priddy  ▼• 
Henbrey  (a) ;  as  it  would  not  lie  against  the  acceptor  by 
the  indorsee :  Cloves  v.  Williams  (b) :  but  a  debt  due  on 
a  bill  of  exchange  was  subject-matter  of  a  set-off:  CorrH 
forth  V.  Riveli  (c).  By  the  Bankrupt  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16, 
s.  50,  the  liability  under  a  guarantee  was  allowed  to  be 
set-off  against  a  debt  due  to  the  bankrupt.  The  words 
of  the  statute  were,  ''  Where  there  has  been  mutual  credit 
given  by  the  bankrupt  and  any  other  person,  or  where 
there  are  mutual  debts  between  the  bankrupt  and  any 
other  person,  the  commissioners  shall  state  an  account 
between  them,  and  one  debt  or  demand  may  be  set  against 
another/'  In  the  old  statutes,  the  word  **  demand"  was 
not  inserted.  Rose  v.  Hari  {d)  was  a  decision,  that,  under 
the  term  "mutual  credits"  and  '' mutual  debts,"  alluded 
to  in  the  5  Geo.  ^,  c.  SO,  s.  28,  a  general  lien  was  not  in- 
cluded ;  but  that  decision  was  given  under  the  impression 

(«)  1  B.  &  Cr.  674.  (c)  2  M.  &  Sel.  610. 

(6)  3  Binit-  N.  C.  868.  (<0  8  Taunt.  499. 
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thai  the  old  enactment  was  still  in  force ;  the  act  of  the        18d7« 
49  Geo.  3,  c.  1^1 «  however,  having  passed,  by  which  an 
alteration  in  the  law  was  made.    In  the  46  Geo.  3,  c.  135, 
8.3,  the  words  ''debt  or  demand**  were  used,  and  they 
werd  continued  in  the  subsequent  enactment,  6  Geo.  4, 
c.  16,  8. 50 ;  but  the  clause  in  the  latter  statute,  alluding 
to  mutual  credit,  applied  only  to  transactions  which  must 
end  in  debts :  Rose  v.  Sims  (a),  Hawkins  v.  Whiiten  {b\ 
Dickson  v.  Cass  (c).     He  would  admit,  if  it  should  be 
necessary,  that  debt  would  not  lie  on  a  guarantee ;  but 
that  question  did  not  arise.     The  point  in  dispute  was, 
whether  the  liability  on  the  guarantee  was  matter  of  set- 
off.    In  Howlet  v.  Strickland  (already  cited),  it  was  said : 
"  debts,  to  be  set  off,  must  be  such  as  indebitatus  assump* 
sit  would  lie  for;"  but  that  remark  was  entirely  extra* 
judicial,  and  was  one,  therefore,  on  which  the  Court  would 
not  depend ;  but,  at  the  same  time,  he  did  not  dispute  the 
law  of  the  case,  which  was  undoubtedly  good.    In  Thorpe 
▼.  Thorpe  {d),  the  Court  said :  '*  If  the  plaintiff  had  chosen, 
instead  of  assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received,  to  bring 
a  special  action  for  the  breach  of  duty,  there  could  be  no 
set-off,  because  it  would  have  been  an  action  for  unliqui* 
dated  damages ;  but,  by  bringing  assumpsit  for  money  had 
and  received,  he  lets  in  the  consequences  of  that  form  of 
action,  one  of  which  is  the  right  of  set-off."     Hutchinson 
▼•  Reid  was  very  like  this  case ;  but  nearly  all  the  decisions 
which  had  been  alluded  to  on  the  other  side,  would  be 
found  to  turn  upon  the  principle,  that  the  cause  of  action 
and  the  set-off  must  be  for  liquidated  damages,  or  a  set- 
off could  not  be  admitted.     Fletcher  v.  Dyche  {e)  was  a 
case  in  which  it  was  held,  that  if  two  persons  agreed  to 
perform  certain  work  in  a  limited  time,  or  to  pay  a  stipu- 

(a)  1  B.  k  Ad.  521.  {d)  3  B.  &  Ad.  580. 

(6)  10  B.  &  C.  217.  (c)  2  T.  R.  32. 

(e)  lB.&Ad.343. 
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lated  weekly  sum  for  such  time  afterwards,  if  it  should 
remain  unfinished,  and  a  bond  was  prepared  in  the  name 
of  both,  but  executed  in  the  name  of  one  only,  with  con- 
dition for  the  due  performance  of  the  work,  or  the  pay- 
ment of  the  weekly  sum,  and  the  work  was  not  finished  in 
time,  such  weekly  payments  were  not  by  way  of  penalty, 
but  were  in  the  nature  of  unliquidated  damages,  and  might 
be  set  off  by  the  obligee  in  an  action  brought  against  him 
by  the  obligor,  who  executed. 

Martin  replied. — In  the  plea,  the  money  was  only  al- 
leged to  be  lent  to  the  son,  and  the  liability,  therefore,  of 
the  intestate  was  only  collateral,  and  not  direct,  for  the 
debt  was  due  from  the  son,  and  not  from  the  intestate.  A 
verdict  need  not  be  given  against  the  guarantor  for  the 
full  amount  in  all  cases ;  as  in  the  case  of  the  original  party 
being  solvent,  and  the  action  being  brought  against  the 
guarantor  immediately  on  default  being  made ;  at  least  it 
was  more  than  probable  that  the  Court  would  direct  the 
jury  that  they  need  not  find  for  the  whole  sum.  This 
suggestion  was  borne  out  by  Crawford  v.  Stirling  and 
Hardcastle  v.  Netherwood. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  this  plea  of  set-ofF 
cannot  be  supported.  The  statute  provides,  that ''  when 
there  are  mutual  debts  between  the  plaintiff  and  defen- 
dant, one  debt  may  be  set  against  another."  I  will  not 
lay  down  the  broad  principle,  that  debt,  as  referred  to  in 
the  statute,  shall  be  so  strictly  defined  as  to  mean  such 
claims  only  as  those  for  which  actions  of  debt  will  lie ;  nor 
do  I  think  that  it  is  necessary  to  go  through  the  numerous 
cases  which  have  been  cited ;  but  my  opinion  is,  that  the 
question  in  cases  of  set-off  is,  whether  it  sounds  in  da- 
mages ;  whether  the  amount  is  ascertained ;  in  fact,  whe- 
ther the  damages  are  liquidated.  Here,  the  contract  does 
not  appear  to  be  within  these  conditions,  for  the  simple 
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facts  appear  to  be,  that  the  intestate  undertakes  to  be-  ^W* 
come  responsible  to  the  defendants  for  1600/.,  which  they 
should  advance  to  his  son,  and  for  any  further  sums 
which  might  be  lent  to  him.  Now,  in  that  case,  it  is 
evident  that  there  was  no  ascertained  sum  for  which  the 
intestate  made  himself  liable ;  and,  as  I  think,  no  sum  can 
be  defined  without  the  intervention  of  a  jury,  because,  in- 
dependently of  any  sum  which  might  be  advanced  exceed- 
ing 1600/.,  there  will  also  be  a  question  on  the  amount  of 
further  damages  consequential  on  the  non-performance  of 
the  contract  by  the  son,  and  for  interest.  If  the  defendants 
were  to  sue  upon  the  guarantee,  they  must  do  so  in  special 
assumpsit,  and  allege  the  special  damage.  Then,  if  such 
an  action  were  brought,  the  debt  now  sought  to  be  re- 
covered by  the  plaintiff  could  not  be  set  off  against  it.  In 
the  cases  cited  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  the  damages 
have  been  liquidated  damages,  where  a  set-off  has  been 
allowed.  Cope  v.  Joseph  and  Collins  v.  Wallis  were  not 
cases  of  set-off.  Independently  of  the  grounds  on  which 
I  have  given  my  judgment,  I  should  have  considered  my- 
self bound  by  the  case  of  Crawford  v.  Stirling. 

Vaughan,  J.,  concurred. 

BosANQUET,  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  sums  respect- 
ively claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  sought  to  be  set-off  by 
the  defendants,  are  not  ''  mutual  debts,"  within  the  statute. 
The  son  of  the  intestate,  it  is  clear,  is  the  debtor  in  the 
case,  and  the  liability  is  merely  collateral. 

CoLTMAN,  J. — My  impression  has  always  been,  that 
such  a  claim  as  that  made  here  by  the  defendants  is  not 
subject  of  set-off;  and  my  opinion  is  now  confirmed  by 
that  expressed  by  the  Court  in  the  case  of  Crawford  v. 
Stirling. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


fiio 
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1837. 


Judgment  dan- 
not  be  entered 
nunc  pro  tunc 
pursuant  to 
3  Reg.  Gen. 
H.  T.  4  Will.  4, 
(Pleading 
Rules),  except 
where  the  delay 
arises  frooi  the 
act  of  the 
Court 

The  plain- 
tiff obtained 
an  order, 
by  consent,  to 
enter  up  )udg- 
inent  on  a  cer- 
tain day,  but 
neglected  to 
take  advantage 
of  the  order  in 
consequence  of 
proceedings 
taken  to  issue  a 
fiat  of  bank- 
ruptcy against 
the  defendant, 
and  the  latter 
having  died 
before  the  fiat 
was  issued, 
judgment  nunc 
pro  tunc  was 
not  allowed  to 
be  entered  up. 


Vaughan  V.  Wilson. 

rVlLDE,  Serjt.y  had  obtained  a  rule,  calling  on  the 
plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  an  order  made  by  Mr.  Justice 
Vaughan  should  not  be  rescinded,  and  why  judgment 
which  had  been  entered  up  nunc  pro  tunc,  should  not 
be  set  aside.  It  appeared,  that  the  action  was  brought 
by  the  plaintiff  as  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange  for  151/L, 
against  the  defendant  as  acceptor.  The  defendant  was 
arrested  on  the  3rd  May,  and  bail  was  put  in  on  the  l^th. 
The  plaintiff  then  delivered  his  declaration,  and  on  the 
^th,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  he  had  not  accepted  the 
bill.  Issue  was  joined,  and  the  cause  was  set  down  for 
trial,  for  the  first  Sittings  in  Trinity  Term,  but  it  was 
continued  until  the  next  Sittings.  An  application  was 
then  made  by  the  defendant's  attorney  on  an  affida- 
vit, in  which  it  was  sworn  that  the  defendant  was  insol- 
vent, and  tliat  a  meeting  of  the  creditors  had  been  held  on 
the  15th  May,  at  which  the  plaintiff  and  one  Smith,  an<« 
other  creditor,  who  also  had  an  action  pending  against  the 
defendant,  were  present,  and  tliat  it  was  found  that  the 
defendant's  estate  would  pay  7g.  in  the  pound  by  instal- 
ments. It  was  then  agreed,  that  the  affairs  should  be 
placed  in  the  hands  of  a  committee  of  creditors,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  and  Smith  should  not  go  on  with  their  actions, 
until  a  report  was  made.  On  the  S4th  May  the  commit- 
tee made  a  report,  but  Smith  on  the  30th  obtained  a  con- 
sent from  the  defendant's  attorney,  and  signed  judgment. 
There  was  another  meeting  of  the  creditors  held  at  the 
beginning  of  the  month  of  June,  and  the  issue  of  a  fiat 
was  determined  on,  and  the  necessary  proceedings  were 
in  consequence  taken,  the  plaintiff  being  petitioning  cre- 
ditor. The  plaintiff  then  on  the  6th  June  obtained  an 
order  from  Mr.  Justice  Park,  with  the  consent  of  the  de- 
fendant's attorney,  that  the  defendant  should  be  at  liberty 
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to  withdraw  his  plea^  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  have         ISd/* 
judgment ;  the  fiat  was  to  have  been  issued  on  the  9lh      Cr**^ 
June,  but  on  the  8th,  the  defendant  died.     The  plaintiff  •> 

then  on  the  22nd  June  obtained  an  order  from  Vaughan,  J. 
for  entering  up  judgment  nunc  pro  tunc,  and  it  was  this 
order  and  judgment  that  it  was  now  sought  to  set  aside, 
the  rule  having  been  obtained  on  behalf  of  the  general 
body  of  creditors. 

Talfourdf  Serjt.,  shewed  cause  and  produced  an  affida- 
vit in  answer,  in  which  it  was  sworn,  that  the  plaintiff  at- 
tended the  meeting  of  creditors  on  the  19th  May,  and 
that  the  creditors  were  dissatisfied  and  refused  to  accept 
the  composition,  unless  security  was  given.  It  was  con- 
tended that  the  fiat  of  bankruptcy  having  been  subse- 
quently superseded  by  the  death  of  the  defendant,  the 
plaintiff  was  remitted  to  his  original  position,  and  his  con- 
sent therefore  to  become  the  petitioning  creditor  would 
not  alter  or  take  away  his  right  in  the  action.  If  the  cause 
had  been  tried  in  Trinity  Term^  there  was  no  doubt  he 
would  have  obtained  judgment,  and  he  was  surely  there- 
fore entitled  to  be  now  in  as  good  a  position  as  that  in 
which  he  would  then  have  been  placed.  There  was  no 
violation  of  good  faith  on  his  part,  but  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  there  was ;  for  the  attorney  of  the  latter  had 
given  a  consent  to  Smith  that  he  should  have  judgment, 
contrary  to  the  agreement  which  had  been  entered  into. 
He  referred  to  3  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  4  Will.  4,  (Pleading 
Rules)  (a). 

Wilde,  Serjt.  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  real  question 
was^  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have  the  prefer- 
ence. The  delay  which  had  taken  place  was  the  voluntary 
delay  of  the  parties,  in  anticipation  of  what  was  about  to 
take  place.     The  plaintiff,  by  the  terms  of  the  order  of 

(a)  Ante,  Vol  2,  p.  313. 
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Mr.  Justice  Park^  was  to  have  judgment  forthwith,  and  the 
y  proceedings  were  to  have  been  stayed  until  the  13th  June. 

V*  The  fact  of  not  signing  judgment  was  the  act  of  the  party, 

and  not  of  the  Court,  and  it  was  clear  under  the  rule  that 
in  such  a  case  judgment  could  not  be  signed  nunc  pro 
tunc.  The  plaintiff  therefore  had  lost  his  right  by  his 
own  laches.  Besides,  the  original  consent  was  that  the  plea 
should  be  withdrawn,  but  that  was  not  done,  and  then  it 
was  said  that  the  practice  of  the  Court  did  not  require 
it.  What  reason  was  there  in  law  which  prevented  the 
plaintiff  from  signing  judgment  on  the  6th  June?  If  he 
postponed  taking  judgment  to  save  expense,  it  was  his 
own  act,  and  the  Court  could  not  interfere,  for  there  had 
been  no  agreement  that  it  should  be  postponed.  All  the 
surrounding  facts  of  the  case  had  no  effect,  and  the  point 
was  to  be  considered  merely  as  if  leave  had  been  given  to 
sign  judgment  on  a  particular  day,  and  the  plaintiff  hav- 
ing postponed  taking  advantage  of  his  right,  the  defendant 
in  the  mean  time  died.  That  was  precisely  the  present 
case,  and  the  plaintiff  would  not  be  entitled  to  come  to 
the  Court  and  say,  that  he  was  entitled  to  judgment  nunc 
pro  tunc,  and  he  must  suffer  by  his  own  neglect.  The 
plaintiff  besides  was  only  entitled  to  sign  judgment  where 
the  pleas  were  withdrawn;  they  were  not  withdrawn  here, 
and  he  could  not  therefore  have  judgment.  There  must  be 
some  withdrawal  of  the  pleas,  but  here,  there  had  been 
none,  and  the  plaintiff  was  not  in  a  situation  to  sign  judg- 
ment, even  before  the  death  of  the  defendant.  He  cited 
Lambirth  v.  Barrington  (a),  Hopwood  v.  Waits  (6),  and 
Itdd's  Practice  (c). 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — This  case,  which  depends  on  the  con- 
struction to  be  put  on  the  new  rule  of  Court,  must  be  de- 
termined in  reference  to  the  power  which  the  Court  has 

(a)  2  Biog.  N.  G.  149.  (6)  5  B.  &  Adol.  1056. 

(c)  9th  edit.  933. 


WiLioir. 
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been  found  to  exercise  in  analogous  cases.  The  general  1837. 
rule  is,  that  judgment  cannot  be  entered  up  against  a  party 
after  his  death.  There  is  no  doubt,  that  where  the  parties  _^  v. 
have  been  delayed  by  the  act  of  the  Court,  protection  may 
be  extended  to  them  in  consequence ;  but  there  is  the  case 
of  Lawrence  v.  Hodgson  (a),  where  judgment  having  been 
omitted  to  be  entered  up,  through  the  laches  of  the  par- 
ties, the  Court  refused  to  interfere.  Now,  here,  judg- 
ment should  have  been  entered  up  on  the  6th  June :  the 
defendant  died  on  the  8th,  and  then  the  plaintiff  calls 
on  us  to  say,  that  he  was  entitled  to  judgment  on  the  13th, 
after  the  defendant's  death.  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  by 
our  so  doing  the  administration  of  the  effects  would  be 
affected.  Therefore,  this  case  being  one  of  laches,  though 
not  an  ordinary  one,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  plaintiff  has 
no  right  to  call  on  the  Court  to  exercise  its  authority,  by 
granting  him  permission  to  enter  up  judgment. 

Vaughan,  J. — I  am  very  much  disposed  to  concur  with 
the  judgment  of  the  Chief  Justice.  We  are  here  to 
consider  a  statutory  rule,  by  which  judgment  must  be 
entered  of  record,  of  the  time  when  signed,  provided,  that 
it  shall  be  competent  for  the  Court  or  a  judge,  to  order 
judgment  to  be  entered  nunc  pro  tunc,  under  certain  cir- 
cumstances, and  I  have  not  collected  that  there  is  any  au- 
thority to  impeach  the  power  of  the  judge.  I  hope  I  am 
never  slow  to  retrace  my  steps^  where  I  find  on  argument, 
that  I  am  wrong ;  but  I  think  that  a  sound  discretion  was 
exercised  at  chambers,  for  I  believe  the  plaintiff  never 
intended  to  relinquish  the  advantage  he  had  gained,  and 
I  have  no  doubt,  that  if  he  had  thought  the  fiat  would  have 
proved  abortive,  he  would  have  stood  still,  and  have  signed 
judgment.  The  question  then  comes,  whether  having 
had  the  opportunity  to  secure  that  which  was  his  righti 

(a)  1  Y.  &  Jer.  368. 
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1837.        and  having  neglected  to  avail  himself  of  it,  the  Court  will 

Vaughan      *^P  ^^^  ^^  ^^®  ^^y  ^"  order  to  give  him  relief?    And  I 
f-  think  it  is  better  to  abide  by  the  decisions,  which  have 

been  pronounced  where  the  laches  of  the  parties  has  in- 
terfered ;  for,  the  great  body  of  the  creditors  are  here 
struggling  against  the  advantage  obtained  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  I  think  therefore  that  the  order  should  be  rescinded. 

BosANQUET>  J. — I  think  this  case  does  not  fall  within  the 
rule  of  3  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  4  WilL  4.  It  is  the  case  of  an 
agreement  between  the  parties  before  the  death  of  the 
detfendanty  that  the  defendant  should  withdraw  his  plea, 
and  that  the  plaintiJBT  should  be  at  liberty  to  enter  up 
judgment  on  the  6th  of  June.  There  was  nothing  to  pre- 
vent this  being  done  on  the  day,  but  the  plaintiff's  own 
laches, — there  was  no  delay  caused  by  the  Court,  but  it  was 
entirely  the  plaintiff's  neglect,  in  not  taking  advantage  of 
the  agreement,  which  entitled  him  to  judgment  on  a  cer- 
tain day.  There  was  nothing  beyond  the  agreement 
which  gave  him  a  right  to  judgment;  there  was  no  ver- 
dict, and  in  the  interim  the  defendant  dies.  Now  the  pro- 
vision of  the  rule  of  Court  is  this — *'  All  judgments,  whe- 
ther interlocutory  or  final,  shall  be  entered  of  record  of 
the  day  of  the  month  and  year,  whether  in  term  or  vaca- 
tion, when  signed,  and  shall  not  have  relation  to  any  other 
day.  Provided,  that  it  shall  be  competent  for  the  Court  or 
a  judge,  to  order  a  judgment  to  be  entered  nunc  pro  tunc." 
That  rule  gave  rise  to  the  necessity  of  the  plaintiff 's  going 
to  a  judge,  to  ask  for  judgment  nunc  pro  tunc,  by  which 
it  would  have  relation  to  a  former  day,  and  there  are  some 
cases,  in  which  it  becomes  necessary  that  it  should  be  so, 
where  the  delay  is  not  the  act  of  the  party,  and  where 
therefore  it  would  be  unjust,  that  he  should  fall  within  the 
general  provisions  of  the  rule.  Here,  the  party  has  signed 
judgment  after  the  death  of  the  defendant,  in  order  to 
have  the  advantage  of  its  reverting  to  a  former  day,  but  I 
think  that  it  is  not  within  the  rule. 


WlLIOM, 
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C0LTMAN9  J. — There  are  some  circumstances  here         1837. 
which  induce  me  to  think,  that  it  would  be  a  convenient      vauohak 
and  proper  course,  to  give  the  plaintiff  the  relief  which  v- 

he  seeks,  because  although  the  laches  is  that  of  the  plain- 
tiff, yet  it  appears  to  me,  that  he  acted  with  a  proper  mo- 
tive in  order  that  no  expense  should  be  incurred  in  taking 
a  course  which  might  prove  abortive.  But  it  does  not 
appear  to  me,  considering  the  death  which  has  intervened, 
and  the  alteration  which  that  makes  in  the  character  of 
the  parties,  that  the  Court  should  grant  this  favour ;  and 
regulating  the  decision  by  a  just  examination  into  the 
positions  of  all  the  parties,  I  do  not  think  that  it  would  be 
right  to  affect  them  all,  by  deciding  that  the  judgment  was 

right. 

Rule  absolute. 


BuLNOis  V.  M'Kenzie. 

lOIR  F.  POLLOCK  had,  on  a  former  day  in  term,  ob-  Under  the  New 
tained  a  rule  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  an  Qy^^ii^l/s^) 
order  of  Mr.  Justice  Park,  bearing  date  the  14th  June,  and  *}»«  ^o""  ^^ 

°  the  power  to 

an  order  of  Mr.  Justice  Vaughan,  bearing  date  the  23nd  order  amended 
June  respectively,  should  not  be  rescinded.     The  action  objVcXna*in- 
was   brought  by  the   plaintiff  as  assignee   of  a   patent  ^^^^^^^^^ 
granted  to  one  Moses  Poole,  for  certain  improvements  defendant  at 
in  respect  of  the  formation  of  public  vehicles  called  cabs^  delivered,  but 
and  an  infringement  of  the  plaintiff's  rights  under  the  ^hifn^lile  de- 
patent  was  alleged  in  the  declaration.     The   defendant  fendanthasin 

•  ^  ^  ^        his  first  notice 

pleaded  several  pleas,  directed  to  impeach  the  validity  alleged  the  in- 
of  the  patent,  and  under  the  5th   section  of  the  New  old  at  the  time 
Patent  Act,  (5  &  6  Will.  4,  c  83),  served  the  plaintiff  a  f/^fj^g^p^^f^^^* 
notice  of  the  particulars  of  the  objections  on  which  he  ^nd  to  have 
intended   to   rely   at   the   triah     That  section   provided  j.  h.  m.,  and 

divers  other 
persons,  it  can- 
not require  the  names,  addressei,  aod  deecriptioni  of  the  persons  intended  to  be  called  at  the  trial. 
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1837*         "  That  in  any  action  brought  against  any  person  for  in- 

BuLNoii       fringing  any  letters  patent,  the  defendant,  on  pleading 

V-  thereto,  shall  give  to  the  plaintiff,  and  in  any  scire  facias 

M'KlMZII.  '  o  r  '  J 

to  repeal  such  letters  patent,  the  plaintiff  shall  file  with 
bis  declaration,  a  notice  of  any  objections  on  which  he 
means  to  rely  at  the  trial  of  such  action,  and  no  objection 
shall  be  allowed  to  be  made  on  behalf  of  such  defendant  or 
plaintiff  respectively  at  such  trial,  unless  he  prove  the  objec- 
tions stated  in  such  notice^  provided  always  that  it  shall  and 
may  be  lawful  for  any  Judge  at  Chambers,  on  summons 
served  by  such  defendant  or  plaintiff  on  such  plaintiff  or 
defendant  respectively,  to  shew  cause  why  he  should  not 
be  allowed  to  offer  other  objections  whereof  notice  shall 
not  have  been  given  as  aforesaid,  to  give  leave  to  offer 
such  objections,  on  such  terms  as  to  such  Judge  shall 
seem  fit."  In  pursuance  of  this  statute,  the  defendant 
delivered  a  notice  to  the  plaintiff,  stating  his  objections 
to  be;  first,  that  the  alleged  invention  mentioned  in  the 
letters  patent  and  in  the  declaration,  was  not,  at  the  time 
of  the  granting  of  the  said  letters  patent,  a  new  invention 
within  this  realm.  Secondly,  that  Moses  Poole  was  not  the 
first  and  true  inventor  of  the  improvements.  Thirdly, 
that  the  said  Moses  Poole,  at  the  time  of  the  granting  of 
the  said  letters  patent,  was  not  in  the  possession  of  any 
invention  in  the  improvement  in  the  description  of  public 
vehicles  called  cabs.  Fourthly,  that  at  the  time  of  grant- 
ing the  said  letters  patent,  the  said  invention  was  used, 
and  had  been  used  by  divers  persons,  within  this  realm. 
Fifthly,  that  the  alleged  improvement  was  not  a  new  in- 
vention, as  to  the  public  use  and  exercise  thereof.  Sixth- 
ly, that  the  said  Moses  Poole  did  not,  in  his  specification, 
particularly  describe  the  nature  of  the  supposed  new  in- 
ventions, within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said 
letters  patent,  and  the  proviso  and  condition  thereof,  and 
that  he  did  not,  in  his  specification,  shew  in  what  the  im- 
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provement  consisted,  and  that  the  specification  was  in 
other  respects  uncertain  and  informal. 

This  particular  was  considered   insufficient,   and   the  v. 

plaintifTs  attorney,  in  consequence,  took  out  a  summons 
at  chambers,  and,  on  the  Ikh  June,  obtained  an  order 
from  Park,  J.,  requiring  a  further  and  better  account  of 
the  objections  intended  to  be  relied  on  by  the  defendant, 
to  be  given  to  the  plaintiff  within  two  days. 

On  the  15th  June,  therefore,  a  further  notice  was  given 
by  the  defendant's  attorney,  in  which  the  first  three  ob- 
jections were  stated  afresh.     It  then  went  on  to  allege. 
Fourthly,  that  at  the  time  of  granting  the  said  letters 
patent,  the  said  invention  was  used,  or  had  been  used,  by 
one  James  H.  Mann  in  England,  and  by  divers  other  per- 
sons in  other  parts  of  the  kingdom.     Fifthly,  that  the 
said  Moses  Poole  did  not,  by  an  instrument  in  writing, 
pursuant  to  the  said  letters  patent,  particularly  describe 
and  ascertain  the  nature  of  his  supposed  invention;  and 
that  every  matter  or  principle  set  forth  in  the  specification 
was,  at  the  time  of  granting  the  said  letters  patent,  already 
known  to  the  public,  and  open  to  the  public  use  ;  and  that 
there  was  no  new  combination  of  such  matters  and  prin- 
ciples set  forth  in  the  specification.     Sixthly,  that  vehicles 
with  two  wheels,  drawn  by  one  horse,  and  capable  of 
holding  two  persons,  with  a  doorway  or  entrance  behind, 
as  described  in  the  said  specification,  were  well  known  and 
were  in  public  use  before  the  granting  of  the  said  letters 
patent ;  and   that  in  the  specification  it  was  not  shewn 
wherein  the  application  of  the  supposed  invention  con- 
sisted. 

This  notice  being  also  considered  insufficient,  another 
summons  and  order  were,  on  the  2Snd  June,  obtained  from 
Vaughan,  J.,  wherein  the  defendant  was  directed  to  deliver 
to  the  plaintiff,  within  one  day,  the  address  and  description 
of  James  H.  Mann,  referred  to  in  the  last  notice,  as  well 
as  the  names,  descriptions,  and  places  of  abode  of  the 

VOL.  VI.  Q  D.  p.  c. 
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1937.        several  persons  alluded  to,  as  having  used  the  invention, 
BuLNois       before  the  making  of  the  letters  patent,  together  with  the 

,,  _v*  dates  when  the  said  inventions  were  used ;  and  also  to  sive 

M'Keiiixe.  ° 

further  and  better  objections  in  lieu  of  the  4th,  5th,  and 
6th  objections  in  the  last  notice ;  and  in  default  thereof,  it 
was  further  ordered,  that  the  defendant  should  be  pre- 
cluded from  calling  any  person  at  the  trial  as  a  witness  in 
support  of  the  said  further  objection. 

On  this  another  notice  was  delivered  by  the  defendant, 
and  it  was  objected,  first,  that  the  supposed  invention  was 
not  new  within  this  realm,  and  that  the  main  frames,  axle- 
trees,  shape  of  body^  doorway,  steps,  windows,  blinds,  &c., 
mentioned  in  the  said  letters  patent,  were  not,  nor  was 
either  of  them,  new  within  this  realm  at  the  time  of 
granting  the  letters  patent.  Secondly,  that  Moses  Poole 
was  not  the  first  inventor  of  the  improvements.  Thirdly, 
that  the  specification  did  not  point  out  the  exact  nature 
of  the  invention,  and  whether  it  was  all  new,  or  part  new 
and  part  old^  or  whether  it  was  a  combination  of  old  and 
new  inventions,  or  a  new  combination  of  old  inventions. 
The  notice  then  went  on  further  to  apply  the  same  objec- 
tion specifically  to  each  portion  of  the  cab,  and  concluded 
by  setting  forth  the  address  and  description  of  James  H. 
Mann. 

Wilde f  Serjt.,  and  Hoggitis,  now  shewed  cause,  and  said^ 
that  the  present  rule  had  been  obtained  on  two  grounds — 
firsts  that  a  Judge  had  no  power  to  make  an  order  under 
the  statute  in  reference  to  the  particulars,  and  that  the 
defendant  might  give  notice  of  whatever  objections  he 
pleased ;  and,  secondly,  that  if  such  a  power  existed,  it 
must  be  exercised  in  a  wholesome  and  just  manner,  but 
that  in  this  case  it  had  not  been  so  exercised,  for  that  the 
notices  which  were  given  by  the  defendant  were  suffi- 
ciently in  compliance  with  the  act  of  Parliament.  It  was 
contended  now,  however,  that  all  the  Courts  had  a  general 
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juiifldiction  in  regulating  the  proceedings  in  causes,  with  a 
view  to  justice  being  eventually  secured  to  the  suitors,  and 
that  they  I  in  consequence,  had  the  power  of  directing 
particulars  to  be  given  either  by  a  plaintiff  or  a  defendant 
in  an  action.  The  rules  by  which  these  particulars  were 
required  and  were  regulated,  were  made,  not  in  pursuance 
of  any  statute,  but  of  the  general  jurisdiction  which  the 
Court  possessed,  the  extent  of  which,  as  exercised  over 
causes,  was  considerable.  Courts  frequently  compelled 
plaintiffs  and  defendants  to  produce  documents ;  and  in 
one  of  the  earliest  cases  on  the  subject,  a  principle  of 
equity  was  imparted  into  the  decision  which  was  given,  for 
the  Court  decided  that  if  the  defendant  held  a  document, 
in  which  the  plaintiff  had  an  interest,  a  lease  for  instance, 
and  the  production  of  which  was  necessary  in  order  that 
the  plaintiff  might  commence  an  action,  its  exhibition 
would  be  compelled :  Blakey  v.  Porter  (a).  Both  plaintiffs 
and  defendants  had  been  compelled,  under  the  authority 
of  the  general  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  to  produce  docu- 
ments in  their  respective  possession.  In  ejectment  founded 
on  a  forfeiture  by  breaches  of  covenant,  the  Court  would 
compel  the  plaintiff  to  give  particulars  of  the  breaches; 
and  that  was  founded  on  the  general  principle  (6). 

Vauohan,  J. — But  that  is  the  case  of  a  plaintiff;  and 
there,  in  the  event  of  disobedience,  the  Court  have  the 
means  of  staying  proceedings. 

Wilde,  Serjt. — If  the  Court  had  jurisdiction  over  the 
plaintiff  to  stop  him,  they  surely  had  equal  power  over  the 
defendant,  and  there  could  be  no  proper  distinction  made 
between  the  two  cases.  If  a  defendant  pleaded  a  matter 
with  such  generality  and  indistinctness  as  to  time  and 
place,  there  was  no  greater  difficulty  in  requiring  him  to 

(a)  1  Tsim.  386.     (6)  See  Sowter  v.  Hitchcock,  ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  724. 

q2 
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1837.        give  particulars,  than  there  was  in  calling  upon  a  plaintiff 
^  under  similar  circumstances.     The  Courts  had  a  general 

9.  superintending  jurisdiction  over  both  plaintiffs  and  de- 

fendants ;  and  the  former,  by  entering  an  appearance,  and 
the  latter,  by  pleading,  acknowledged  that  jurisdiction,  and 
their  liability  to  it.  In  an  action  for  breach  of  covenant 
in  an  indenture  of  articles  of  service,  if  the  defendant 
pleaded  counter  breaches  by  the  plaintiff,  by  which  the 
breach  alleged  against  him  was  justified,  he  would  be 
compelled  to  give  such  particulars  as  would  be  necessary 
to  apprize  the  plaintiff  of  the  nature  of  the  breaches  and 
the  dates  of  their  being  committed.  So,  also,  where  a 
plea  alleged  matters  depending  on  time  and  circiunstances 
which  the  plaintiff  could  not  meet  without  some  informa- 
tion on  the  subject  from  the  defendant,  he  would  be  enti- 
tled to  have  particulars.  In  an  action  on  a  deed,  a  plea 
being  pleaded  of  a  lien  for  money  lent,  particulars  would 
be  required  of  the  defendant ;  and  in  an  action  for  breach 
of  contract  in  not  completing  the  purchase  of  an  estate, 
the  defendant  having  pleaded  a  bad  title  in  the  plaintiff, 
would  undoubtedly  be  called  upon  to  give  particulars  of 
the  objections  which  he  made  to  the  title.  The  existence 
of  the  general  jurisdiction  was  clearly  shewn  by  the  whole 
of  these  cases ;  but  further,  the  statute  of  set-off  was 
clearly  in  point,  for  every  argument  which  could  be  em- 
ployed against  the  provisions  of  that  act  and  a  plea  of  set- 
off, could  be  used  here.  The  statute  2  Geo.  2,  c.  22,  s.  1^, 
enacted,  ''That  where  there  are  mutual  debts  between 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  or  if  either  party  sue  or  be 
sued  as  executor  or  administrator,  where  there  are  mutual 
debts  between  the  testator  or  intestate  and  either  party, 
one  debt  may  be  set  against  the  other,  and  such  matter 
maybe  given  in  evidence  upon  the  general  issue,  or  pleaded 
in  bar,  as  the  nature  of  the  case  shall  require ;  so  as  at  the 
time  of  pleading  the  general  issue,  where  any  such  debt  of 
the  plaintiff,  his  testator^  or  intestate,  is  intended  to  be  in- 
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sisted  on  in  evidence,  notice  shall  be  given  of  the  parti-        1837- 

cular  sum  or  debt  so  intended  to  be  insisted  on,  and  upon       ^ 

what  account  it  became  due.  or  otherwise  such  matter  v. 

H'Kbnxii. 
shall  not  be  allowed  in  evidence  upon  such  general  issue.*' 

No  jurisdiction  was  given  to  the  Court  by  this  statute  ;  but 
there  could  be  no  doubt  that  a  jurisdiction  had  been  ex- 
ercised in  cases  of  set-off^  and  that  the  Court  had  required 
full  particulars  of  set-ofT  to  be  given  by  defendants.  The 
case,  as  regarded  the  Patent  Act,  was  even  stronger  than 
that  under  the  statute  of  Set-off,  for  there  was  a  provision 
that  a  Judge  should  have  a  certain  power.  The  second 
question  was,  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  notices  of  ob- 
jections given.  No  one  who  read  them  could  fail  to  see 
that  they  were  exceedingly  general  in  their  terms,  and  it 
was  obvious  that  the  object  of  the  parties  had  been  to 
evade  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  statute. 

Vauohan,  J. — It  is  difficult  to  say  that  we  can  compel 
the  defendant  to  state  the  evidence  he  intends  to  bring 
forward  for  his  defence  at  the  trial. 

Wilde f  Serjt. — To  a  certain  extent,  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  know  what  was  his  defence ;  as,  for  instance, 
he  was  entitled  to  know  when  and  where  the  invention 
was  used.  He  was  entitled  to  dates,  and  some  specific 
information  on  the  subject,  by  which  he  would  honestly 
be  put  in  the  position  which  was  intended  by  the  statute. 
The  act  must  not  be  evaded  by  generalities,  and  there 
was  a  duty  required  at  the  hands  of  the  Court,  which  was 
to  see  that  the  plaintiff  had  good  and  fair  notice  of  the 
objections  intended  to  be  urged.  The  orders  which  had 
been  made  were  therefore  right  in  requiring  further  par- 
ticulars, for  the  notices  alleged  only  that  the  cabs  had  been 
used  by  many  persons,  who  were  not  named.  One  name 
was  given,  and  the  defendant  would  be  entitled  to  give 
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1837.        evidence  now  as  to  that  one ;  but  he  could  not  go  into  the 
"^  user  by  any  others.     The  Courts  had  long  exercised  the 

9.  jurisdiction  suggested,  and  the  rights  of  the  parties  had 

been  secured  by  its  exercise ;  and  it  had  now,  in  fact,  be- 
come part  of  the  law  of  the  land.  The  particulars  which 
were  given  were  vague  and  uncertain,  and  appeared  to 
have  been  formed  with  a  view  to  defeat  the  objects  of  the 
act  of  Parliament ;  and  the  granting  of  the  orders,  there- 
fore, was  just  and  regular. 

Sir  F.  Pollock,  and  R.  V.  Richards,  in  support  of  the 
ruIe.-^The  question  was,  whether  the  Court  would  exer- 
cise the  power  it  was  called  upon  to  put  in  force.  There 
was  no  case  in  which  the  power  had  been  exercised  in  the 
case  of  a  patent,  but  there  was  no  doubt  that  many  de- 
cisions were  in  the  books  where  the  plaintiff  had  been 
called  upon  to  do  certain  acts,  and  where  proceedings  had 
been  stayed  until  they  were  done.  The  power,  for  in- 
stance, had  been  exercised  in  cases  of  giving  security  for 
costs,  or  where  the  Court  had  imagined  that  the  process 
was  used  for  the  purpose  of  oppression,  or  under  any  other 
circumstances  in  which  the  interposition  of  the  Court  was 
thought  to  be  necessary  to  support  its  own  dignity.  Cases 
of  plaintiffs  and  defendants,  however,  were  widely  different. 
The  whole  proceedings  in  the  cause  were  under  the  com- 
mand of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  was  at  his  mercy. 
When,  therefore,  the  cause  had  once  gone  to  trial,  or  was 
complete  in  its  stages,  he  was  unable  to  stop  it.  It  would 
be  inconvenient  in  the  extreme  to  fix  another  term  on  a 
defendant,  by  calling  on  him  to  lay  open  his  case  to  the 
plaintiff.  It  was  clear  that  the  Judges  had  no  power  con- 
ferred on  them  by  the  statute,  but  the  act  was  silent  on 
the  subject ;  and  if,  therefore,  they  desired  legally  to  pos- 
sess themselves  of  a  jurisdiction,  which  they  appeared  to 
have  obtained  by  usurpation,  they  must  pursue  the  proper 
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course.  In  cases  of  set-oflp,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  1837. 
stood  on  a  particular  footing ;  but,  even  then,  the  Court 
would  not  compel  such  particulars  to  be  given  as  were  re- 
quired here.  In  cases  of  set-off,  the  defendant  could 
never  be  called  upon  to  give  the  particular  name,  descrip- 
tion, and  place  of  abode  of  every  clerk  or  servant  to  whom 
he  intended  to  allege  the  payment  of  money ;  but  the  sum, 
together  with  such  facts  as  were  necessary  to  identify  it, 
was  all  that  need  be  specified.  Surely,  the  Court  would 
not  here  call  upon  the  defendant  to  give  the  name  of  every 
person  who  had  used  the  cabs,  which  were  made  on  the 
plan  of  the  invention  claimed  under  the  alleged  patent. 
Cases  of  set-off  were  not  analogous  to  the  present  question 
at  all.  They  were  considered,  and  justly  so,  quasi  cross 
actions  brought  by  the  defendants  against  the  plaintiffs  in 
the  suit ;  and,  besides,  a  defendant  need  not  then  avail 
himself  of  the  statute,  but  might  bring  his  action  in  the 
usual  form.  It  was  impossible,  in  this  case,  to  comply 
with  the  order  of  Mr.  Justice  Vaughan.  What  did  it  re- 
quire? That  the  names  and  addresses  of  all  the  persons 
who  had  used  cabs  of  the  description  alleged  to  have  been 
invented  by  the  patentee,  should  be  given.  This  the  de- 
fendant could  not  do;  but,  at  the  same  time,  the  defendant 
would  not  be  entitled  to  give  the  user  of  the  cabs  by  them 
all  in  evidence,  and  he  was  in  a  position  even  worse  than 
that  of  the  plaintiff;  for  if,  on  the  day  before  the  trial,  he 
should  discover  fresh  evidence,  he  would  be  precluded 
from  producing  it,  because  he  had  not  given  notice  of  it. 
[Tindal^  C.  J. — You  are  entitled,  under  the  act,  to  amend 
your  particulars.]  But  the  party  would  be  bound  by  the 
discretion  of  the  Judge  to  whom  he  should  apply. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — This  is  an  application  to  rescind  two 
orders  made  in  the  progress  of  the  cause  by  Mr.  Justice 
Park  and  Mr.  Justice  Vqughan  respectively  on  the  \Mx 
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1837.        and  2Snd  of  June.    The  first  is  an  order  for  a  further  and 
BuLKoif      tetter  set  of  objections,  in  the  nature  of  particulars^  than 
*•  that  which  had  been  already  deHvered  to  the  plaintiff  by 

the  defendant ;  and  this  order  having  been  complied  with, 
it  will  be  unnecessary  to  enter  into  an  examination  of  the 
circumstances  attending  its  being  granted,  or  to  set  it 
aside.  The  other  order  has  already  also  been  partly  com- 
plied with.  It  requires  that  the  name  and  address  of  a 
man,  who  had  before  been  referred  to,  and  of  other  per- 
sons, who  were  also  alluded  to,  as  having  used  the  inven- 
tion before  the  plaintiff's  patent,  should  be  set  forth ;  and 
as  the  defendant  has  given  the  address  of  this  first-named 
person,  it  would  be  useless  to  rescind  ihat  portion  of  the 
order.  The  only  other  point  is,  as  to  whether  the  remain- 
ing part  of  the  order  should  be  allowed  to  stand,  or  not. 
Nuw,  I  feel  no  doubt  whatever  as  to  the  power  of  the 
Court  in  modelling  the  proceedings  of  the  suitors,  and  in 
directing  the  extent  of  the  particulars  of  objections  re- 
quired to  be  given,  in  accordance  with  the  established 
practice ;  and  I  must  object  to  the  use  of  that  word  "  usur- 
pation," and  I  think  that  it  must  have  been  used  unad- 
visedly by  the  learned  counsel ;  for  I  am  sure  that  no  one 
can  see  the  proceedings  of  the  Courts  in  Westminster 
Hall,  without  seeing  the  care  with  which  all  cases  are 
considered,  and  especially  in  those  where,  without  the 
intervention  of  the  Court,  the  suitors  would  be  put  to 
great  inconvenience  and  expense,  and  perhaps  would  be 
driven  to  a  court  of  equity  ;  and  I  cannot  but  say  that  the 
proper  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  referred  to  has  been, 
and  is,  most  beneficial  to  all  parties  before  the  Court. 
The  question  here  is,  whether  the  jurisdiction  extends  to 
orders  made  on  defendants ;  and  I  think,  on  looking  at 
the  statute,  that  this  case  is  clearly  and  closely  brought 
to  the  same  position  as  a  case  under  the  statute  of  Set- 
ofi*.    As  there  has  been  an  invariable  course  of  applica- 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  1  VICT.  S25 

tions  for  particulars  in  such  cases,  I  cannot  see  any  ob- 
jection to  the  Court  looking  into  the  construction  of  par-      ^ 
ticulars  delivered,  and  in  saying  whether  they  are  sufficient;  «• 

and,  in  a  case  under  the  Patent  Act,  they  must  be  brought 
within  the  5th  section.  At  the  same  time,  however,  there 
is  so  much  generality  in  the  terms  of  that  section,  that 
there  is  some  doubt  left  in  my  mind  as  to  how  we  can 
compel  a  party  to  name  the  particular  persons  who,  he 
intends  to  allege,  have  used  the  invention.  The  words 
are,  **  the  defendant  shall  give  a  notice  of  any  objections 
on  which  he  means  to  rely  at  the  trial  of  such  action;'* 
and  there  is  some  degree  of  doubt  how  far  the  word 
''  objection"  binds  a  party  to  particularity  in  the  names  of 
persons  whom  he  intends  to  call  as  witnesses;  and  the 
Court  think  that  it  is  better  to  leave  that  part  of  the  ques- 
tion open,  as  it  has  hitherto  been,  and  to  rescind  the  order 
as  to  so  much  as  requires  the  names  of  the  other  persons, 
besides  James  H.  Mann,  to  be  given ;  and  then,  when  the 
case  comes  on  for  trial,  if  any  should  be  called,  the  Judge 
will  receive  their  evidence  or  not  in  his  discretion,  and  so 
lay  himself  open  to  a  bill  of  exceptions.  I  titink  it  would 
have  been  better  for  the  defendant  to  permit  it  to  be  de- 
cided in  the  course  of  the  cause,  than  to  adopt  the  more 
expensive  proceeding;  but,  at  the  same  time,  it  is  a  course 
which  he  is  undoubtedly  entitled  to  take. 

Yauguan,  J. — I  confess,  after  all  the  arguments  that 
have  been  employed  on  both  sides,  that  I  am  by  no  means 
unwilling  to  say  that  the  construction  which  I  put  on  the 
act  of  Parliament  was  an  improper  one.  When  the  parties 
were  before  me,  they  made  no  objection  to  the  general 
jurisdiction  of  a  Judge,  but  they  came  each  with  the  sta- 
tute in  his  hand,  and  called  my  attention  to  it.  I  looked 
at  it,  and  I  thought  that  it  was  better  to  put  that  con- 
struction on  it  which  was  most  reasonable ;  and  I  thought 
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1837*        that  the  proviso  in  the  5th  section  would  have  been  treated 
g  by  this  Court  as  it  was  treated  by  me.   Then^  with  regard 

o.  to  the  notice  which  was  given,  what  information  does 

it  convey  ?  It  says  that  James  H.  Mann  and  others  had 
used  the  invention.  Then,  who  are  the  others?  Any 
person  may  be  called  at  the  trial,  without  the  possibility 
of  the  plaintiff  giving  any  answer.  I  conceive  that  the 
object  of  the  Legislature  was  to  alter  and  prevent  this,  and 
to  require  that  some  information,  more  specific  than  that 
which  is  furnished  by  the  plea,  should  be  given ;  but  I 
should  be  very  glad  to  have  the  matter  discussed  in  some 
more  solemn  way. 

BosANQUETi  J. — I  do  uot  think  that  the  power  in  question 
is  to  be  considered  as  conferred  by  the  statute,  but  I  think 
that  the  Court  are  here  carrying  into  execution  the  power 
which  they  possess,  consistently  with  the  intent  and  mean- 
ing of  the  act.  The  practice  engrafts  itself  on  the  statute, 
and  I  think  that  this  case  is  analogous  to  a  case  of  set-off. 
In  a  case  of  set-off,  the  particulars  must  be  given,  and  not 
merely  the  heads ;  for  the  defendant  is  required  to  state, 
with  some  degree  of  particularity,  what  the  nature  of  the 
set-off  is,  and  to  give  such  information  as  will  enable  the 
plaintiff  to  know  what  will  be  brought  against  him  at  the 
trial ;  but,  while  he  is  compelled  to  do  so,  he  is  not  re- 
quired to  lay  open  his  brief,  and  to  state  all  his  evidence ; 
but  he  is  compelled  to  give  a  reasonably  full  account  of 
the  transactions  which  he  means  to  prove.  I  entertain  no 
doubt,  then,  that  the  cases  are  analogous,  and  that  a  Judge, 
therefore,  has  the  power  to  order  a  good  particular  to  be 
delivered  in  a  case  under  the  Patent  Act,  as  well  as  in  a 
case  under  the  statute  of  Set-off;  and,  if  the  party  does  not 
give  a  fair  account,  to  order  a  better  particular :  but  I 
confess  I  think  that  it  was  going  a  little  too  far  to  require 
the  names  of  all  the  persons  who  might  be  called,  to  be 
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given ;  and  I  think  that  more  was  required  of  the  defen-  1837. 

dant  than  the  practice  of  the  Court  will  justify.   The  case  \   ^ 

of  Andrews  v.  Bond  (a)  is  one  which  may  be  referred  to  •• 
on  the  subject  of  particulars. 

CoLTMANi  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  case  must  be 
decided  exactly  on  the  principle  and  according  to  the  pre- 
cedents in  cases  of  set-off,  and  I  cannot  distinguish  between 
them  on  the  point  of  jurisdiction.  I  certainly  feel  a  diffi-* 
culty  myself  on  the  statute  of  Set-off;  because,  as  the  par- 
ticulars of  set-off  appear  on  the  record,  I  do  not  see  why 
the  defendant  should  not  give  in  evidence  such  as  are  on 
the  record.  The  same  observation  may  apply  here  also» 
but  the  point  is  not  material  for  consideration.  The  juris- 
diction undoubtedly  exists,  and  the  only  point  to  consider 
is,  whether  it  has  been  carried  too  far.  I  think  that  the 
particulars  delivered  were  insufficient,  because  the  plain- 
tiff had  the  whole  of  England  in  fact  to  answer ;  and  I 
think  that  some  better  particulars  ought,  therefore,  to 
have  been  required  and  given,  which  would  meet  the  jus- 
tice of  the  case ;  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  too  much  has 
been  called  for  in  requiring  the  names  of  all  the  persons 
who  were  alleged  Co  have  used  the  invention. 

Rule  discharged  accordingly. 
(a)  8  Price,  213. 


Beckham  v.  Knight. 

Jur.  F.  WILLIAMS  had  obtained  a  rule,  calling  on  the  Where,  tAer 
plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  he  should  not  give  security  for  |^u***yl°  f^ 
costs.  It  was  an  action  on  a  breach  of  agreement,  the  declaration  in 
plaintiff  having  been  employed  by  the  defendant  as  fore-  tiffbecomci 

bankrupt  in 
June,  but  in 

September  obtains  his  certificate,  the  Court  will  not  compel  him  to  gi?e  stcority  for  cotCt  Id 

Michaelmas  Term,  the  assignees  refusing  to  interfere  in  the  actioD. 
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1837.  man  of  his  stereotype  foundry,  and  having,  as  it  was 
alleged,  been  suddenly  turned  away;  and  the  damages 
sought  to  be  recovered  were  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty  of 
500/.,  and  they  were  sued  for  under  the  terms  of  the 
agreement.  The  action  was  commenced  in  January,  and 
on  the  28th  of  that  month  a  declaration  was  delivered. 
The  defendant  demurred  to  the  declaration  on  the  21st  of 
February,  and  there  was  a  joinder  in  demurrer  on  the  6th 
of  April;  but  subsequently  to  this,  in  the  month  of  June, 
the  plaintiff  became  bankrupt,  but  obtained  his  certificate 
on  the  23rd  of  September,  before  the  commencement  of 
the  present  term. 

Stammers  now  shewed  cause,  and  produced  an  affidavit 
sworn  by  the  plaintiff,  who  stated  that  he  was  carrying  on 
the  action  on  his  own  account,  and  the  assignees  declined 
to  come  in  and  interfere.  There  was,  consequently,  no 
ground  for  the  present  application.  The  first  moment 
at  which  the  defendant  could  apply  to  the  Court,  was 
when  he  had  learned  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
assignees  to  come  in.  Walkings/taw  y.  Marshall  {a)  was 
a  case  in  which  the  plaintiff  had  become  bankrupt  before 
the  trial  of  the  cause,  and  an  application  for  security  for 
costs  was  rejected,  because  the  defendant  had  not  ascer- 
tained the  resolution  of  the  assignees  to  proceed  with  the 
action.  Snow  v.  Townsend{b)  was  a  case  in  which  the 
principle  of  this  decision  was  supported,  the  Court  refusing 
to  set  aside  proceedings,  or  to  require  an  insolvent  to  give 
security  for  costs  in  an  action,  where  his  assignees  refused 
to  sue*  Morgan  v.  Evans  (e)  was  a  case  in  which  the 
Court  refused  to  require  the  plaintiff  to  give  security  for 
costs,  although  he  was  sworn  to  be  an  insolvent,  and  it 
was  proved  that  the  action  was  brought  in  his  name  for 
the  benefit  of  another,  who  was  alone  beneficially  inte- 

(a)  4  Tyr.  993.  Qi)  6  Taun.  123.  (c)  7  B.  Moore,  344. 
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rested  in  its  result.    In  Manley  v.  Mayne  (a),  security  for         1837* 
costs  was  required,  but  the  action  was  continued  by  the 
assignees  of  the  plaintiff*     The  plaintiff  here  was  certifi-  «. 

cated,  and  no  difHculty  could  therefore  arise,  in  the  event 
of  his  obtaining  a  verdict.  The  Court  besides  would  not 
order  security  to  be  given,  where  the  equity  of  the  case 
was  against  the  application  ;  and  APCullockv,  Robinson{b) 
was  an  instance  in  which  this  principle  had  been  acted 
upon.  There,  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  had  issued 
against  the  plaintiff,  who  was  gone  abroad  with  his  family^ 
upon  the  petition  of  the  defendant,  who  was  the  only  cre- 
ditor, and  had  chosen  himself  to  be  assignee ;  and  the 
plaintiff  having  brought  an  action  to  try  the  commission, 
the  Court  refused  to  stay  proceedings,  until  security  for 
costs  was  given.  The  general  principle  to  be  acted  upon 
in  such  cases  was  to  be  found  in  the  judgment  of  Cham^ 
brCf  J.,  who  said, "  By  the  general  rule  of  law,  every  man, 
not  legally  incapacitated,  may  sue  without  giving  security 
for  costs.  But  the  Court  has  interposed  in  certain  cases, 
and  required  security.  This,  however,  is  matter  of  dis- 
cretion." Now  the  present  case  was  one,  in  which  the 
Court  would  not  think  it  proper  to  exercise  this  discretion. 

E.  V.  Williams,  contra. — Where  the  bankruptcy  of  the 
plaintiff  occurred  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  it 
was  established  by  Kinnear  v.  Tarrant  (e),  and  Biggs  v. 
Cox{d),  that  the  defendant  might  plead  it  in  bar  to  the 
action.  But  if  that  were  done,  a  new  action  must  be 
brought  by  the  assignees  in  their  own  name,  and  therefore 
the  course  which  had  been  here  adopted  was  the  most 
convenient  one.  The  question  was  not  one  of  the  assent 
or  dissent  of  the  assignees,  but  whether,  in  law,  the  plaintiff 
ought  not  to  be  compelled  to  give  security  for  costs.  There 
could  be  no  doubt  that  here  the  cause  of  action  vested  in  the 

(a)  Man.  &  R.  381.  (c)  15  East,  622. 

(6)  2  N.  R.  352.  (d;  4  B.  &  C.  920. 
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1837*  assignees  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  as  the  right  to  it 
accrued  to  the  plaintiff  before  the  commencement  of  the 
action ;  and  the  principle  to  be  derived  from  Mason  v.  PoU- 
hilt  {a)  f  was,  that  those  who  were  to  benefit  by  the  pro- 
ceedings were  to  be  liable  for  the  costs.  That  was  a  case  in 
which  the  plaintiff  became  bankrupt  in  the  middle  of  the 
cause,  and  the  assignees,  it  was  held,  if  they  proceeded 
with  the  action,  must  give  security  at  any  time  at  which 
the  defendant  might  apply,  before  a  fresh  step  was  taken. 
In  Webb  v.  Ward  (6),  the  cause  of  action  accrued  after 
the  bankruptcy,  and  the  Court  held  that,  as  the  result  of 
the  action  must  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  assignees,  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  security  for  costs. 

TiNDAL,  C.J. — There  seems  to  be  no  case  in  which 
security  has  been  required  after  the  bankrupt  has  obtained 
his  certificate. 

E.  F.  Williams  (uTiher  cited  Doyle  Y.Anderson  (e),  and 
Heaford  v.  Knight  (d).  Snow  v.  Townsend  was  at  variance 
with  the  other  cases,  and  it  was,  in  some  respects,  unin- 
telligible.   No  reliance  therefore  could  be  placed  upon  it. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  this  case  rests  on 
its  own  peculiar  circumstances,  and  we  can  form  no  gene- 
ral rule  on  it  for  the  government  of  other  cases.  Here, 
after  an  issue  in  law  has  been  joined  in  the  action,  the 
plaintiff  becomes  bankrupt,  and  not  until  after  he  has  ob- 
tained his  certificate  is  any  application  made  to  the  Court 
for  security  for  costs.  It  might  be,  that  if  the  case  rested 
there,  the  parties  would  have  been  obliged  to  give  security; 
but  there  is  another  circumstance,  namely,  that  it  is 
denied  that  the  assignees  will  come  in  and  interfere  with 

(tf)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  61.  (c)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  696. 

(6)  7  T.  R.  296.  {d)  2  B.  &  C.  679. 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  1  VICT* 


2Sl 


the  action*    It  seems  to  me  then  to  be  a  case  which  may    ^1837. 
be  considered  to  be  within  the  circumstances  and  principle      beckuam 
of  Snow  V.  Townsend  as  reported  in  1  Marshall^  477.  »• 

That  was  a  case  in  which  the  party  became  insolvent,  and, 
having  assigned  his  property,  brought  an  action  to  recover 
a  debt  incurred  before  the  assignment.  The  assignees 
having  declined  to  sue,  however,  the  Court  refused  to  set 
aside  the  proceedings  in  the  action,  or  to  compel  the 
plaintiff  to  give  security  for  costs ;  and  Gibbs,  C.  J.,  said, 
in  reference  to  the  case  of  Webb  v.  Ward:  "  In  that  case 
the  assignees  were  suing  for  their  own  interest  in  the  name 
of  the  bankrupt ;  the  present  action,  on  the  contrary,  was 
brought  because  the  assignee  had  refused  to  sue."  The 
present  case  then,  I  think,  comes  within  that  decision. 

Yauouan,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  prin- 
ciple, that  wherever  the  benefit  is  to  result  to  another 
party  beside  the  plaintiff,  security  for  costs  must  be  given^ 
has  been  put  too  broadly ;  and  the  possibility  that  the  re- 
sult of  the  action  might  be  for  the  benefit  of  another  party, 
is  not  a  sufficient  ground  for  the  application. 

BosANQUET,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

CoLTMAN,  J.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


Tucker  v.  Neck. 

JmANSELL  moved  for  a  rule  directing  the  Prothono-  Where,  in  ao 
tary  to  tax  the  plaintiff's  bill  of  costs  under  the  following  of cosu!  a  ver* 
circumstances : — It  was  an  action  on  an  attorney's  bill,  and  ?*^'  ^  ^*^f" 

J  '  by  content  for 

the  cause  having  gone  down  to  trial  at  the  sittings  after  the  plaintiff, 

aubjecttothe 
taxation  of  the 
bill  within  the  first  five  days  of  the  next  subsequent  term,  and  the  defendant  omits  to  adopt  mea- 
sures to  procure  the  taxation  of  the  bill,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  sign  judgment  in  the  ordinary 
way,  and  to  tax  his  bill  of  costs  in  the  acUon. 
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1837.  ^  T.  T.,  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff  by  consent, 
subject  to  the  taxation  of  the  bill  of  costs  within  the  first 
five  days  of  the  present  Term.  The  defendant,  however, 
neglected  to  take  any  steps  to  procure  the  taxation,  and 
on  the  13th  of  November  the  plaintiff*  proceeded  to  tax 
his  bill  in  the  action.  The  defendant  objected  to  this 
course  being  pursued,  and  contended  that  the  bill  should 
have  been  taxed  within  the  first  five  days  of  Term ;  and, 
under  these  circumstances,  the  Prothonotary  made  no 
allocatur  until  the  decision  of  the  Court  on  the  present 
application  should  be  learned.  It  was  now  submitted, 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
bound  to  have  his  bill,  on  which  the  action  had  been 
brought,  taxed  within  the  first  five  days  of  Term,  and  that 
the  amount  of  that  bill  must  be  determined  before  the  bill 
in  the  present  action  could  be  taxed. 

Wilde,  Serjt.,  shewed  cause  in  the  first  instance,  and 
contended  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  take 
measures  to  procure  the  taxation  of  the  bill  of  costs 
within  the  time  specified  at  the  trial.  The  agreement 
which  had  been  entered  into  was  one,  the  effect  of  which 
was  intended  to  be  favourable  to  him,  and  as  he  had  neg- 
lected to  take  advantage  of  it,  he  must  be  considered  as 
having  waived  his  right,  and  the  plaintiff  must  have  judg* 
ment  in  the  ordinary  way,  as  if  there  had  been  no  stipula- 
tion whatever  with  respect  to  the  terms  on  which  it 
bhould  be  obtained. 

Per  Curiam. — We  cannot  accede  to  this  application. 
The  defendant  has  put  his  own  construction  upon  the 
agreement  between  him  and  the  plaintiff,  and  in  doing  so, 
has  let  slip  the  opportunity,  of  which  it  was  intended  he 
should  avail  himself,  of  having  the  plaintiff's  bill  taxed 
within  the  first  five  days  of  Term. 

Rule  discharged. 
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1837. 

Vine  v.  Saunders  and  Wife. 

L  HIS  was  an  action  for  an  assault  and  false  imprisonment,  Treapan  will 
and  the  declaration  alleged  that  on  the  19ih  of  October,  ban?il'nd  wiV 
1836,  the  defendants,  with  force  and  arms,  &c.,  assaulted  ^Z  **••'' J*"*"* 

SCI* 

the  plaintiff*,  and  then  caused  her  to  be  taken  into  custody, 
upon  a  false  charge  of  felony  then  made  by  the  defendants 
against  the  plaintiff;  and  then  forcibly  compelled  the 
plaintiflf  to  leave  the  bed  in  which  she  was  lying,  and  in- 
decently and  indelicately  forced  her  to  go  from  and  out 
of  her  bed-room  in  certain  night  clothes  in  which  she  was 
then  dressed,  in  the  presence  of  divers,  to  wit,  two  men ; 
and  then  caused  her  to  be  taken  into  custody,  and  forced 
and  compelled  her  to  go  in,  to,  and  along,  divers  public 
highways  to  a  certain  dwelling,  and  there  to  be  imprisoned, 
without  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause,  for  a  long  space 
of  time,  to  wit,  for  six  hours,  contrary  to  the  laws  and 
customs  of  this  realm,  and  against  the  will  of  the  plaintiff*; 
whereby,  &c. 

General  demurrer  and  joinder. 

Petersdorff  now ,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  contended 
that  the  declaration  was  bad,  in  alleging  a  joint  act  of 
trespass,  for  trespass  would  not  lie  against  husband  and 
wife,  but  the  husband  alone  was  liable.  Although  there 
bad  been  early  decisions  from  which  the  contrary  might 
be  presumed,  those  were  cases  in  which  the  objection 
was  not  taken  until  after  verdict ;  and  it  might  be  assumed 
that  the  trespass  was  committed  by  the  wife,  and  that  the 
husband  was  only  joined  for  conformity.  In  Drury  ▼• 
Dennis  (a),  this  distinction  would  apply,  as  well  as  in 
Draper  v.  Fulkes  (A),  Tampion  v.  Newsam  (c),  and  fV/tiie 
V.  Eldridge  and  Wife  (d).     The  difference  between  an 

(fl)  Yelv.  106.  (c)  Ibid.  210. 

{b)  Ibid.  165.  (d)  1  Ld.  Raym.  443. 

VOL.  Vf.  R  D,  P.  C. 
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1837*  action  of  this  description  and  an  action  of  trover  was  not 
material,  and  Keyworth  v.  Hill  and  Wife  (a)  was  there- 
fore in  point.  There,  the  Court  assumed,  in  order  to  sup- 
port the  verdict,  that  the  conversion  might  have  been  by 
the  wife's  destroying  the  goods.  But  there  was  a  distinct 
authority  that  an  action  upon  the  joint  contract,  or  joint 
conversion  of  husband  and  wife,  after  coverture,  must  be 
brought  against  the  husband  alone,  although  a  joint  ac- 
tion might  be  brought  for  the  distinct  acts  of  the  wife : 
Com.  Dig.  tit.  Baron  &  Feme,  Y.  The  reason  of  this  was 
obvious ;  that  the  wife  could  not  be  held  liable  for  that 
which  must  be  presumed  to  be  done  under  the  direction 
of  her  husband.  The  wife  could  not  join  in  an  action 
with  her  husband  fur  an  assault  on  both,  because  she 
would  have  no  interest  in  the  damages  recovered,  and  why, 
then,  should  she  be  liable  for  his  act  ?  The  principle  he 
had  suggested  was  to  be  found  in  many  cases.  DunweU 
V.  Marshall  (i),  Newton  v.  Hatter  (c),  Hocket  v.  Stid' 
dolph  (cQ,  Milner  v.  Milnes  (e)^  were  all  in  point. 

Addison^  contra,  submitted  that  there  was  a  broad  dis- 
tinction between  cases  of  trover  and  cases  of  trespass.  In 
trover,  the  conversion  was  the  gist  of  the  action,  and  a 
wife  could  not  be  liable  for  a  joint  conversion  with  her 
husband  ;  but  in  trespass,  where  the  question  of  property 
did  not  arise,  they  might  be  jointly  sued  for  their  joint  act. 
Com.  Dig.  tit.  Pleader,  2.  A.  S  was  an  authority  that  a  hus- 
band and  wife  might  be  charged  jointly  with  battery,  and 
Berry  y,Nevys  {/)  was  a  case  which,  although  it  decided 
that  a  joint  conversion  could  not  be  laid,  admitted  that  a 
joint  battery  might.  The  rule  which  had  been  adopted  in 
the  present  action  was  to  be  found  in  Keyworth  v.  Hillt 


{a)  3  B.  &  Aid.  685.  (d)  2  Mod.  66. 

{b)  2  Lev.  20.  (0  3  T.  R.  627. 

(c)  2  Ld.  lUym.  1208.  (/)  Cro.  Jac.  661. 
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and  must  be  inferred  from  Waison  v.  Thorpe  (a).  There,  1^7* 
to  an  action  of  trespass  against  husband  and  wife  for  a 
battery,  the  wife  pleaded  non  assault  demesne,  but  the 
Court  held  that  plea  to  be  bad,  and  nothing  was  said  in  ob- 
jection to  the  action  being  against  both.  The  case,  how- 
ever, was  clearly  decided  by  Smally  v.  Kerfoot  (6).  That 
was  trespass  against  husband  and  wife  for  entering  the 
plaintiff's  house,  taking  his  goods,  and  converting  them  to 
the  use  of  the  defendant ;  and  after  judgment  by  default,  it 
was  held  that  the  action  would  lie. 

Petersdorff  replied,  and  contended  that  little  weight 
could  be  attached  to  the  authority  in  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Plea- 
der, for  it  was  in  opposition  to  that  which  was  laid  down 
in  tit.  Baron  &  Feme.  The  case  of  Berry  v.  Nevt/s  proved 
nothing,  for  there,  the  objection  was  raised  after  verdict, 
and  the  same  observation  applied  to  Smalley  v.  KcrfooL 
Although  in  Keyworih  v.  Hill^  the  expression  of  Bayley^ 
J.,  was  strong,  it  nas  extra  judicial,  and  carried  little 
weight,  therefore,  as  the  subject  had  not  been  fully  con- 
sidered. The  objection  was  of  a  nature  which  need  not  to 
have  been  taken  in  Waison  v.  2'horpe,w[\dL  it  was  submitted, 
therefore,  that  the  Court  could  not  give  a  decision  upon  its 
authority. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — I  think  that  this  action  is  maintainable 
against  husband  and  wife.  There  have  been  no  authori- 
ties cited  which  have  led  to  an  opposite  conclusion,  while 
those  to  which  our  attention  has  been  called  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiff  induce  us  to  arrive  at  the  determination  that 
the  declaration  is  good.  There  is  first  the  case  of  Watson 
V.  Thorpe ;  and  there,  to  an  action  of  trespass  brought 
against  husband  and  wife,  the  wife  pleaded  non  assault 
demesne,  and  the  husband  alleged  that  he  acted  in  aid  of 
of  his  wife.  The  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  plaintiff, 

(a)  Cro.  Jac.  239.  (6)  2  Str.  1094. 
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1837*         and  damages  given,  the  defendants  moved  an  arrest  of 
judgment,   and  it  was  contended  that  the  trial  was  bad, 
V.  as  the  wife  could  not  plead  by  herself,  and  the  Court 

directed  that  the  parties  should  replead.  Now,  if  the 
ground  of  that  decision  had  been  that  the  Court  thought 
that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained  jointly  against  the 
husband  and  wife,  they  would  not  have  awarded  a  re- 
pleader. Berry  v.  Nevys  was  an  action  of  trover,  and 
there,  the  error  assigned  was,  that  a  conversion  could  not 
be  laid  to  the  use  of  both,  but  it  was  admitted  at  once  that 
the  husband  and  wife  might  have  been  jointly  charged 
with  battery.  In  Smalley  v.  Kerfoot  the  same  principle 
was  acted  upon,  and  the  same  distinction  was  drawn  be- 
tween cases  of  trover  and  trespass.  That  was  trespass 
against  husband  and  wife,  and  it  was  alleged  that  the  de- 
fendants  had  entered  the  plaintiff's  house,  and  had  car- 
ried off  his  goods,  and  converted  them  to  their  own  use ; 
and  after  verdict  and  damages,  it  was  moved,  in  arrest  of 
judgment,  that  the  joint  conversion  should  not  have  been 
alleged  ;  but  the  Chief  Justice  said  that  the  action  being 
trespass,  it  was  well  enough,  for  the  conversion  was  not 
the  gist  of  the  action,  as  in  trover,  and  the  damages  must 
be  taken  to  have  been  given  for  the  trespass.  Now  that 
is  a  direct  authority  that  trespass  will  lie  against  hus- 
band and  wife,  and  it  is  not  to  be  impugned  by  the  ob- 
servation, that  it  is  stated  by  Strange  to  be  after  verdict} 
it  being  alleged  by  another  reporter  expressly  to  be  by 
default ;  but  the  reports  do  not  appear  to  be  necessarily 
inconsistent,  for  Strange  may  be  speaking  of  a  ver- 
dict on  a  writ  of  inquiry  after  judgment  by  default. 
Then  there  is  the  case  of  Keyworih  v.  HiU.  Now  that 
was  an  action  of  trover  against  husband  and  wife  for  a 
bond  and  promissory  notes,  and,  upon  an  objection  in  ar- 
rest of  judgment,  that  the  conversion  could  not  be  to  the 
use  of  both,  the  Court  declared  that  the  conversion  might 
be  assumed  to  have  been  effected  by  the  destruction  of 
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the  instruments;  so  that  where  the  injury  need  not  neces- 
sarily have  been  done  by  the  husband  alone,  the  wife  may 
be  joined  with  him;  and  that  is  a  distinction  which  is 
made  in  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  2  A.  2,  Then,  besides,  there 
is  the  judgment  of  Bat/lei/,  J.,  which  is  expressly  in  sup- 
port of  this  case,  and  he  said  that  it  was  clear  that  in 
trespress  the  husband  and  wife  might  be  joined. 

Vaughan,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     No  direct 
authority  has  been  cited  in  favour  of  tlie  defendants,  and 
on  the  other  hand,  Key  worth  v.  Hilli  and  Smalleyy,  Ker^ 
foott  are  expressly  in  point* 

Bosanquet,  J. — I  am  also  of  opinion  that  the  judgment 
in  this  case  must  be  for  the  plaintiff.  There  has  been  no 
direct  authority  brought  under  our  notice  in  favour  of  the 
defendants ;  at  the  same  time,  that  several  cases,  which 
have  been  cited,  are  in  favour  of  the  plaintiflT.  Watson  v. 
ThorpCj  Berry  v.  Nevys^  and  Smalley  v.  Kerfoot,  are  all 
strong  in  support  of  the  plaintifF*s  position.  In  Keyworth 
V*  HiU,  the  Court  said,  that  the  conversion  might  be  by 
the  destruction  of  the  property ;  admitting,  therefore,  that 
if  the  action  had  been  for  such  destruction,  the  husband 
and  wife,  if  they  were  both  concerned,  might  be  sued 
jointly.  The  liability  of  the  wife  as  to  damages,  in  the 
event  of  her  surviving  her  husband,  need  not  be  decided  ; 
but  it  is  going  far  to  say,  that  the  wife  ought  to  be  ex- 
empt, if  she  has  been  jointly  concerned  in  the  injury. 

CoLTMAN,  J.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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1837. 

Strother  t?.  Hutchinson  and  Another. 

A  bill  of  excep-  JL  HIS  was  an  action  of  debt  for  work  and  labour  done 
judge  of  a  ^y  '^®  plaintiff",  as  surgeon,  in  attending  one  Humphery, 
county  court  on  ^j^j  j^  ^^g  bfouffht  against  the  defendants  in  their  capacity 

a  noiittuit.  o         o  r         ^ 

of  overseers  of  a  parisih  in  Yorkshire.  The  defendants 
pleaded  nil  debet,  and  the  cause  came  on  for  trial  in  the 
county  court.  On  a  writ  of  false  judgment,  the  sheriff 
transmitted  a  copy  of  the  record,  which  set  forth  the  plead- 
ings and  the  impanelling  of  the  jury,  &c.,  and  then  alleged 
that  the  jury  retired  from  the  bar  to  consider  their  verdict, 
and,  after  having  considered  titereof,  and  agreed  among 
themselves,  they  returned  to  the  bar  to  give  their  verdict 
in  their  behalf;  upon  which  the  plaintiff*,  being  solemnly 
called,  did  not  further  prosecute  his  writ  against  the  de- 
fendants; wherefore  it  was  considered  that  the  plaintiff* 
should  take  nothing  by  his  said  writ,  but  that  he  and  his 
pledges  to  prosecute  should  be  in  mercy,  and  that  the 
defendants  should  recover  of  the  plaintiff  SSL  \3s.  8d. 
for  their  costs  and  charges  by  them  laid  out  about  their 
defence  to  the  action,  and  that  the  said  defendants  should 
have  execution  thereof.  The  record  then  alleged  the 
tender  of  a  bill  of  exceptions  to  the  nonsuit  by  the  plain- 
tiff*, in  which  it  was  alleged  that  the  action  was  brought 
for  attendances  on  Humphery  in  the  time  of  the  overseers 
preceding  the  defendants,  but  that  the  defendants  denied 
their  liability.  The  plaintiff*  nevertheless  contended  that 
they,  in  their  capacity  of  overseers,  were  liable ;  but  that, 
notwithstanding,  the  sheriff  and  suitors  declared  that  the 
plaintiff  had  brought  his  action  against  the  wrong  parties, 
and  could  not,  in  point  of  law,  maintain  the  same  against 
the  said  defendants;  and  although  the  plaintiff,  by  his 
attorney,  insisted  that  the  cause  should  be  left  to  the  de- 
termination of  the  jury,  and  appeared  on  being  called,  and 
refused  to  consent  to  a  nonsuit;  yet  the  sheriff,  conceiving 
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that  there  was  no  matter  of  fact  before  the  jury^  did,  with 
the  consent  of  the  said  suitors,  order  him  to  be  called,  and 
did  there  and  then  declare  him  to  be  nonsuited.  Where- 
fore, &c. 


1837. 

STROTUSa 
HUTCHIKSOR. 


Arc/tbold,  on  behaf  of  the  plaintiff,  contended  that  a 
Judge  could  never  nonsuit  a  plaintiff  without  his  own  con- 
sent ;  and  Minchin  v.  Clement  (a)  was  a  case  expressly  in 
point.  A  writ  of  error  would  lie  on  a  nonsuit ;  and  Box 
V.  Bennett  (b) ,  and  Newell  y.  Pidgeon  (c),  both  shewed 
this;  and  Dyer,  32,  a.  and  b.,  was  to  the  same  effect. 
Then  it  was  clear  that  a  bill  of  exceptions  would  lie  to 
a  judge  of  a  county  court :  2nd  Inst.  426 ;  and  Lord  Coke 
said  there,  in  reference  to  the  statute,  **  This  act  ex- 
tendeth  not  only  to  all  other  courts  of  record  (besides  the 
King's  Bench),  but  to  the  county  court,  the  hundred,  the 
court  baron,  for  therein  the  judges  are  most  likely  to  erre; 
and,  albeit  of  judgments  given  in  them,  a  writ  of  errour 
lyeth  not,  but  a  writ  of  false  judgment  in  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  yet  the  case  being  in  the  same,  or  greater 
mischief,  the  purview  of  this  statute  doth  extend  to  those 
inferior  courts."  This,  therefore,  was  clearly  in  point,  the 
present  being  a  case  not  of  error,  but  of  a  writ  of  false 
judgment. 


W.  H.  Watson  f  contra. — A  bill  of  exceptions  would  only 
lie  where  error  would  lie,  BuUer's  Nisi  Prius,  316;  and 
error  would  not  lie  in  the  Sheriff's  Court,  and  besides,  a 
writ  of  error  would  not  lie  on  a  nonsuit.  A  bill  of  excep- 
tions, at  all  events,  would  not  lie  on  a  nonsuit,  for  the 
plaintiff  was  not  in  Court  to  tender  it.  If  a  return  were 
complained  of,  there  should  be  a  mandamus  to  the  judge 
to  state  what  occurred.  A  bill  of  exceptions  would  not 
lie  to  a  county  court,  for  the  statute  provided,  that  the 


(a)  1  B.  &  Aid.  252. 


(c)  1  Str.  235. 


(6)  I  H.  B.  432. 


Strother 
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1837.        King,  on  complaint,  should  cause  the  record  to  be  brought 
before  him.    Now,  there  was  no  record  in  a  county  court, 
V-  and  the  opinion  given  therefore  by  Lord  Coke^  was  not 

founded  on  reason,  nor  was  there  any  authority  given  in 
support  of  it.  In  Rex  v.  Presion'On'the-Hillia),  it  was 
laid  down,  that  a  bill  of  exceptions  would  not  lie  to  an 
order  of  Quarter  Sessions.  The  authorities  in  1  Starkie's 
Evidence,  467,  were  to  the  same  effect. 

Archbold/m  reply. — Neither  the  authority  in  Bull. N.  P., 
nor  of  Rex.  v.  Preston'On-the-HiU^  was  incompatible  with 
the  dictum  of  Lord  Coie^  for  the  passage  in  BuUer  was 
very  generally  expressed,  and  referred  only  to  such  courts 
as  the  Quarter  Sessions,  where  the  questions  which  arose 
were  so  mixed  up  with  fact  as  to  make  a  bill  of  exceptions 
inapplicable.  It  had  been  the  practice,  from  the  earliest 
period,  to  give  the  act  a  liberal  construction. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — This  case  has  been  brought  before  us 
by  a  writ  of  false  judgment  from  the  County  Court  of 
York,  and  several  objections  are  made  to  the  legality  of 
the  proceedings.  First,  it  is  urged  by  the  defendant,  that 
no  bill  of  exceptions  will  lie  to  a  judge  of  a  county  court. 
Undoubtedly,  if  we  look  at  the  statute  of  Westminster, 
the  point  will  not  admit  of  a  question ;  for,  as  it  is  set  out 
in  the  2nd  Inst.  425,  it  refers  to  proceedings  only  before 
the  Justices.  But  we  must  look  as  well  to  the  commentary 
of  Lord  Coke^  which  has  been  uncontradicted  until  now, 
and  R  portion  of  which  has  been  again  and  again  acted 
upon.  He  says,  ''  Albeit,  the  letter  of  this  branch  seenieth 
to  extend  to  the  Justices  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
only,  by  reason  of  these  words,  ^Et  si  forte  ad  queri- 
moniam  de  facto  justic'  venire  fac*  dominus  rex  recordum 
eoiam  eo,'  (which  is  by  writ  of  error  into   the  King's 

(a)  Rep.  temp.  Hardw.  231. 
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Bench) ;  yet  that  is  put  but  for  an  example,  and  this  act  ex-        1837- 
tendeth,  not  only  to  all  other  Courts  of  Record,  (for  upon      strother 
judgment  given  in  them  a  writ  of  error  lyeth  in  the  King's  v. 

Bench),  but  to  the  County  Court,  the  Hundred,  the  Court 
Baron,  for  therein,  the  Judges  are  more  likely  to  erre ;  and 
albeit,  of  judgments  given  in  them  a  writ  of  error  lyeth 
not,  but  a  writ  of  false  judgment  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  yet,  the  case  being  in  the  same  or  greater  mischief, 
the  purview  of  this  statute  doth  extend  to  those  inferior 
Courts."     I  say,  that  taking  this  statute  to  the  letter,  it  is 
clear  that,  if  we  are  to  be  limited  by  its  precise  language, 
no  bill  of  exceptions  would  lie  in  the  King's  Bench  or  Ex^ 
chequer;  but  yet,  according  to  the  every  day  practice,  it 
lies  in  both.     As  we  see,  then,  that  there  are  instances 
in  which  this  commentary  has  been  held  up  to  the  pre- 
sent time  to  be  the  law  of  the  land,  there  is  no  reason 
why  we  should  not  give  effect  to  it  and  extend  it  also  to 
the  County  Courts.     The  expressions  which  are  used  are 
not  loose,  but  they  are  exceedingly  precise,  exhibiting 
evidently,  therefore,  that  the  mind  of  the  commentator  was 
at  work  on  the  subject  at  the  time  of  his  writing.     He 
does  not  merely  extend  the  law  to  the  County  Court,  but 
to  others,  and  he  there  goes  on  to  give  a  reason  for  it, 
by  pointing  out  the  greater  liability  of  their  Judges  to 
error*     As  I  find  this  opinion,  therefore,  adopted  in  all 
text-books,  I  think  we  are  bound  to  uphold  it  as  the  law 
of  the  land,  and  certainly  this  case  falls  within  the  mis- 
chief contemplated  by   the   act.     Then   it  is  said,  that 
error  would  not  lie  on  this  judgment,  which  is  a  judg- 
ment of  nonsuiL     But  there  are  authorities  which  con- 
tradict this ;  and  if  error  will  lie,  so  will  a  writ  of  false 
judgment.     But  it  is  further  objected  that  a  Judge  di- 
recting a  nonsuit,  is  not  subject-matter  for  a  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions ;  but  it  appears  to  me  that  it  falls  within  the 
principle  of  those  cases  in  which  bills  of  exceptions  have 
been  held  to  lie.     It  is  not  confined  merely  to  errors  in 
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1837.         directing  the  jury,  or  to  the  improper  reception  or  rejec- 
tion  of  evidence,  but  it  is  extended  to  any  directions  of  the 
V.  Judge  at  any  time  in  the  course  of  the  cause  by  which 

the  judgment  is  affected  ;  as,  for  instance,  the  refusing  or 
improperly  allowing  a  challenge  of  a  jury.  This  and  other 
points  are  such  as  form  the  subject  of  a  bill  of  exceptions, 
for  they  cannot  otherwise  be  questioned,  as  they  do  not 
appear  on  the  record.  The  refusal  of  a  demurrer  to  evi- 
dence is  a  case  as  is  shewn  in  Cort  v.  The  Bishop  of  St. 
DavicFs  {a) ;  or  the  refusal  to  receive  a  party  who  prays 
to  be  received  as  vouchee.  A  similar  case,  then,  is  that 
of  a  direction  of  a  nonsuit.  Then,  again,  it  is  contended 
that,  as  the  bill  of  exceptions  is  appended  to  a  nonsuit,  the 
plaintiff  cannot  be  taken  to  have  appeared^  and  cannot  be 
heard  to  take  the  objection.  But  that  is  setting  up  as  a 
defence  that  which  is  the  subject  of  a  complaint. 

This  bill  of  exceptions,  therefore,  I  think  has  been  pro- 
perly brought  before  us  by  a  writ  of  false  judgment  on 
the  nonsuit,  and  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  must  be 
reversed. 

Vauohan,  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  case  comes 
within  the  mischief  described  by  the  statute,  and  I  think 
the  act  must  be  liberally  construed.  Looking  at  the  opi« 
nion  given  by  Lord  Coke^  that  this  act  applies  as  well  to 
the  inferior  as  to  the  superior  courts ;  and,  seeing  that 
there  is  no  authority  the  other  way,  I  should  be  slow  to 
form  any  opinion  in  opposition  to  it. 

BosANQUET,  J. — The  first  question  is,  whether  a  bill 
of  exceptions  lies  in  a  county  court.  Now,  upon  that 
point,  the  opinion  of  Lord  Coke  appears  to  have  been 
given  after  much  consideration,  and  not  carelessly  or 
loosely  ;  and  he  speaks  of  all  the  Courts  as  being  within 

(a)  Cro.  Car.  341. 
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the  act.     He  makes  an  observation  in  reference  to  the         lSd7. 
statutCi  that  a  particular  word  is  put  only  by  way   of 
example^  and  nothing  is   more   usual   than  that  in   old  9. 

statutes.  I  cannot  entertain  a  doubt,  therefore,  that  a 
bill  of  exceptions  lies  in  a  county  Court.  But  then  it  is 
contended  that,  although  a  bill  of  exceptions  will  so  lie,  it 
will  not  lie  on  a  nonsuit.  But  if  this  principle  were  ad- 
mitted, what  might  be  the  consequence  ?  As  soon  as  a 
cause  was  opened,  the  Judge  might  say,  ''  I  am  satisfied 
the  plaintiff  has  no  right  to  go  on  with  his  action,  and 
therefore  I  order  the  plaintiff  to  be  nonsuited,"  and  the 
plaintiff  would  then  have  no  remedy.  If,  therefore,  a  bill 
of  exceptions  lies  for  the  misconduct  of  a  Judge,  it  lies 
for  this  particular  species  of  misconduct. 

CoLTMAN,  J. — It  appears  to  me  also  that  in  this  case 
the  judgment  must  be  reversed.  The  authorities  are  all 
clear  on  the  subject,  with  the  exception  of  that  in  Bul- 
ler's  Nisi  Prius.  But  we  must  look  at  the  passage,  and  the 
nature  of  it,  before  we  adopt  it,  and  found  any  decision 
upon  it.  It  appears  to  me  that  it  refers  to  a  Court  of 
Quarter  Session,  but  that  is  a  Court  in  which  criminal  mat- 
ters only  are  tried,  in  which  fact  and  law  are  so  mixed  up, 
that  error  cannot  lie.  The  contention  that  upon  a  record 
of  nonsuit  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  supposed  to  have  been 
present  to  enter  the  bill  of  exceptions,  is  clearly  answered 
by  the  maxim  "Non  potest  adduci  exceptio  ejus  rei  cujus 
petitur  dissolutis."  The  only  question  is,  whether  a 
venire  de  novo  should  be  directed,  or  whether  the  judg- 
ment should  be  reversed.  But  from  Trevor  v.  Wall  (a), 
and  Bishop  v.  Kaf/e  (6),  it  appears  that  no  venire  de  novo 
can  be  issued  to  an  inferior  Court. 

Judgment  reversed, 
(a)  1  T.  R.  151.  (6)  3  B.  &  Aid.  605. 
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Owen  t?.  Knight. 
When.inanac-  JiOMPAS,  Sent.,  and  Godson,  shewed  cause  against  a 

tion  of  trover  .  .  . 

for  a  lease,  it  rule  for  a  new  trial  in  this  cause,  which  had  been  obtained  on 
the  platniiff had  *  former  day  by  Talfourd,  Serjt.  It  was  an  action  of  trover, 
delivered  the       ^^j  j^g  declaration  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  possessed 

indenture  to  a  o  r  i- 

person,  in  order  of  a  Certain  indenture,  by  which  a  certain  messuage,  therein 

and  that  he  as-  described,  was  demised  to  one  Feary,  and  complained  that 

defendant^as  a*  ^^^  defendant  had  converted  the  deed  to  his  own   use. 

security  for  The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  not  guilty ;  secondly,  that 

money  ad-  i         i   .     •  o        .' 

vanced,  and  the  plaintiff  was  not  possessed  of  the  indenture  as  of  his 
been  paid!  and  ^^"^  property;  and,  thirdly,  a  plea  which  alleged  that 
the  defendant      Feary  was,  in  1833,  the  owner  of  the  indenture ;  but  that, 

pleads  not  "^  '  *  ' 

guilty,  and  that    on  the  3rd  August  in  that  year,  he  assigned  and  delivered 

the  plaintiflF  was      ,  i         i    .      ./y»i  /»  .      /• 

not  possessed  of  the  same  to  the  plaintiti  by  way  ol  mortgage  as  a  security  tor 

of^'hu'lTnTr^  '"^"^y  '^"^  ^^  ^™  *^y  ^^^  plaintiff;  but  that,  subsequently, 
perty,  the  de-     the  plaintiff  re-delivered  the  indenture  to  Feary  for  the 

fendant  may  «       .  .  •^ 

give  these  facts  purposc  of  raising  moucy  thereon  ;  and  that  Feary,  with 
andVhe  plaintiff  ^^®  plaintiff's  conseut,  appearing  to  be  the  owner  of  the 
will  not  be  en-    indenture,  on  the  23rd  of  May,  1836,  assigned  the  same 

titled  to  re-  .7  >  >  o 

cover.  to  the  defendant  as  a  security  for  the  repayment  of  150/* 

then  advanced  to  Feary  on  the  faith  of  the  assignment; 
that  the  defendant  received  the  indenture  without  any 
notice  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  and  that  the  money  which 
he  had  advanced  was  still  unpaid.  The  plaintiff  replied, 
joining  issue  upon  the  two  first  pleas,  and  traversing  the 
re-delivery  of  the  indenture  by  him  to  Feary,  as  in  the  last 
plea  alleged.  The  cause  was  tried  before  Vavghan  J., 
when  it  appeared  that  the  deed,  having  been  formally  de- 
manded on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  from  the  defendant,  he 
had  refused  to  give  it  up.  The  facts,  as  alleged  in  the 
third  plea,  were  sworn  to  by  Feary,  who  was  called  as  a 
witness,  and  the  learned  Judge,  in  summing  up,  directed 
the  jury  to  find  for  the  defendant,  if  they  believed  the 
evidence  of  Feary.     The  verdict  having  been  accordingly 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  1  VICT.  84f5 

returned  for  the  defendant,  the  present  rule  had  been  ob-         1837* 
tained,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a 
verdict  on  the  first  and  second  issues,  although  the  jury  9. 

should  believe  the  facts  alleged  in  the  third  plea  to  be 
established.  It  was  now  contended  that  the  plea  of  not 
guilty  put  in  issue  the  property  of  the  plaintiff  as  well  as 
the  conversion  by  the  defendant,  and  that  the  direction 
of  the  learned  Judge  was  therefore  right  The  defendant, 
besides,  was  entitled  to  his  verdict  in  trover.  The  plain- 
tiff must  not  only  shew  property  in  the  deed,  but  the  right 
to  its  possession  at  the  time  of  the  accommodation.  This 
right,  however,  could  not  have  been  said  to  exist,  for  the 
plaintiff  had  authorized  its  assignment  as  a  security  for 
money  advanced,  and  until  that  money  was  repaid,  he 
could  have  no  claim  to  the  possession  of  it. 

Talfourd,  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  rule,  urged  that  the 
third  plea,  by  admitting  the  assignment  of  the  deed  to  the 
plaintiff,  admitted  his  property  in  the  messuage  demised. 
Then  if  he  was  entitled  to  the  messuage,  he  was  entitled 
to  the  possession  of  the  deed.  Phillips  v.  Robinson  (a), 
Bailey  T.  Termor  (6).  The  plea  of  not  guilty  put  in  issue 
the  fact  of  conversion  only.  Stancliffe  v.  Hardwick  (c), 
Frankum  v.  Lord  Falmouth  {d),  established  the  same  point. 
The  defendant  had  absolutely  refused  to  deliver  the  lease, 
and  he  had  been  guilty,  therefore,  of  a  wrongful  conver- 
sion, for  even  his  own  case  shewed  that  his  right  to  its 
possession  was  conditional  only  on  the  payment  of  the 
money. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — The  question  of  proof  under  the  first 
issue  is  not  of  material  importance  in  this  case,  because 
it  appears  to  me  that  our  decision  must  turn  upon  the  se- 

(fl)  4  Bing.  106.  (c)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  762. 

(6)  9  Price,  262.  (</)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  65. 
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1837*  cond  issue  only.  The  issue  which  is  joined  is  upon  the 
precise  proposition,  that  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  the 
deed,  as  of  his  own  property.  A  plaintiff  can  only  main- 
tain trover  where  he  has  a  right  to  possession,  as  well  as 
a  legal  property  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  action,  and 
this  is  clearly  proved  by  Gordon  v.  Harper  {a).  There, 
goods  leased  as  furniture  with  a  house,  had  been  wrong- 
fully taken  in  execution  by  the  sheriff,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  landlord  could  not  maintain  trover  against  the 
sheriff  pending  the  lease,  because,  to  maintain  such  an  ac- 
tion, he  must  have  the  right  of  possession  as  well  as  the 
right  of  property  at  the  time.  The  plaintiff  here,  no 
doubt,  had  a  right  of  possession,  as  well  as  a  right  of  pro- 
perty in  the  deed ;  but  the  instrument  was  afterwards  de- 
livered to  the  defendant  with  his  assent  to  raise  money. 
The  plaintiff's  position,  therefore,  is  this,  that  he  is  entitled 
to  the  property  in  the  deed ;  but  his  title  to  the  possession 
will  commence  only  when  the  money  has  been  repaid,  and 
the  defendant,  therefore,  is  entitled  to  hold  possession  until 
such  repayment.  The  verdict  on  the  second  issue  was 
right,  and  we  cannot  make  this  rule  absolute. 

Vauohan,  J. — The  defendant  was  entitled  to  set  up 
his  lien  upon  the  deed,  and  the  plaintiff,  therefore,  is  not 
entitled  to  possession.  The  defendant,  it  is  evident,  does 
not  waive  his  lien,  because  he  omits  to  mention  it.  White 
V.  Gainer  (6),  and  Boardman  v.  Sill  (e). 

BoSANQUET,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  I  quite 
agree  that  the  verdict  on  the  second  issue  is  right.  The 
plaintiff's  possession  is  expressly  traversed,  and  the  deed 
is  shewn  to  have  been  deposited  with  the  defendant,  by 
his  authority,  upon  the  condition  of  the  repayment  of 
money,  which  has  not  been  observed. 

(fl)  7  T.  R.  9.  (h)  2  Bing.  23.  (c)  I  Camp.  410  (n). 
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CoLTMAMi  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  I  think 
that  the  right  of  possession  is  raised  as  a  distinct  issue 
from  the  right  of  property. 

Rule  discharged. 


Stone  v.  Phillipps. 

\yOOPER  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  an  award  In  a  sabmU* 

in  this  action,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  finaL     It  ap-  tration,  four 

peared  that  there  were  five  actions  pending,  having  refer-  J|^tfnct***^riies" 

ence  to  the  same  matters,  and  at  the  last  Oxford  Assizes,  by  ^^  ^ii  matten 

the  consent  of  the  parties,  verdicts  were  taken  for  the  plain-  were  referred 

tiffs  in  four  of  the  causes,  subject  to  the  award  of  an  arbi-  |Jator;*and  the 

trator  appointed  to  settle  all  matters  in  difference  between  •'»*»'d  o««i"»nff 

,  ,  ,  to  decide  upon 

the  parties,  with  liberty  for  the  other  parties  to  come  •  fif^h  action, 
in  within  a  month.     The  award  directed  how  the  verdict  tweeiTfhe  * 
should  be  entered  in  the  four  causes,  and  having  given  JJ'JJhlchTife 
certain  directions  with  regard  to  the  various  matters  in  arbitrator  had 

noticey  was  held 

difference  between  the  parties,  ordered  that  all  the  parties  bad. 
to  the  reference  should,  upon  being  required,  execute  a 
general  release  of  all  actions  touching  the  matters  re- 
ferred. The  present  rule  had  been  obtained  on  an  affi- 
davit which  stated  that,  independently  of  the  four  actions 
upon  which  the  award  had  decided,  there  was  a  fifth 
action  in  ejectment  for  part  of  the  premises  in  question, 
but  which  had  not  been  taken  to  trial  on  account  of  some 
informklity  in  the  proceedings;  this  action  was  still  pend- 
ing, and  was  a  part  of  the  matters  in  difference;  but 
although  the  arbitrator  had  notice  of  the  action,  he  had 
omitted  to  dispose  of  it  in  his  award. 

Keating  now  shewed  cause,  and  submitted  that  even 
although  the  award  might  be  bad  as  to  this  part  of  it,  it 
was  good  as  to  the  remainder,  and  the  Court  would  sup- 
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port  it  The  parties  to  the  various  actions  were  not  all 
the  same,  and  as  to  some  of  them,  the  award  could  not  be 
impeached*  Manser  v*  Heaver  {a)  was  a  case  in  which 
an  arbitrator,  to  whom  a  cause  and  all  matters  in  difference 
were  referred,  directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  certain  work  to  be  done  by  the  defendant; 
and  he  added,  thatin  the  event  of  disputes  arising  between 
the  parties  with  regard  to  the  performance  of  the  work, 
each  might  bring  evidence  before  him,  with  a  view  to  a 
final  award  being  made  concerning  the  matters  in  differ- 
ence; and  he  enlarged  the  time  for  making  his  further  and 
final  award,  if  requested,  to  six  months;  and  it  was  held 
that  the  latter  part  of  this  award  was  bad,  as  it  assumed 
to  reserve  a  power  over  future  differences,  but  that  it 
might  be  rejected,  and  that  the  former  part  was  final,  and 
might  stand.  He  also  cited  the  case  of  Thorps.  Cole{b), 
which  was  to  the  same  effect. 


Cooper,  contra,  contended  that  where  the  matter 
omitted  in  the  award  was  an  essential  part  of  the  subject 
referred,  the  award  could  not  be  valid.  He  cited  Randall 
V.  Randall  (c).  In  re  Robson  v.  Railston  (d);  and  the  cases 
of  Pope  V.  Brett  (e),  and  Turner  v.  Turner  {/),  were  de- 
cided upon  the  same  principle.  Here,  the  cause  upon 
which  the  arbitrator  had  omitted  to  decide  was  one 
essentially  within  the  terms  of  the  reference,  and  although 
the  causes  were  independent  of  each  other,  the  condition 
of  the  submission  must  be  strictly  followed.  It  was  evi- 
dent, from  the  case  of  Turner  v.  Turner,  that  a  submission 
of  all  matters  in  difference  between  several  persons  in- 
cluded all  matters  which  they  might  have  jointly  or  seve- 
rally against  each  other. 


(a)  3  B.  &  Ad.  295. 
{b)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  45/. 
(c)  7  East,  81. 


(d)  1  B.  &  Ad.  723. 

(e)  2  Saund.  293. 
(/)  3  Ru88. 494. 
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TiNDALi  C.  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  we  cannot  hold         1837. 
this  award  to  be  good.    I  think  that  the  case  of  Manser  v*        stoke 

Heaver  does  not  apply,  for  the  Court  said  that  the  clause  «• 

PniLLirri. 

as  to  the  further  and  final  award  must  be  considered  as 
having  reference  only  to  prospective  diflTerences,  and  that  so 
much  of  it,  therefore,  might  be  rejected  as  surplusage.  In 
addition  to  the  four  actions  here  referred,  all  matters  in 
difference  were  left  to  the  decision  of  the  arbitrator. 
Part  of  the  matters  was  an  ejectment,  upon  which  there 
was  no  award,  and  I  cannot  say,  therefore,  that  the  award 
is  good,  when  the  arbitrator  is  required  (o  award  on  the 
premises  referred  to  him.  The  case  is  Hke  that  of  Aurlol 
▼•  Smith  (n),  which  was  decided  in  the  Court  of  Chancery. 
It  was  held  there  that  an  award  might  be  good  \\  part 
and  bad  in  part,  where  the  submission  was  clearly  capable 
of  being  separated,  but  not  where  all  the  matters  were 
within  the  submission,  and  the  award  upon  the  face  of  it 
was  entire. 

BosANQUET,  J.,  concurred. 

CoLTMAN,  J. — There  are  cases  where  an  award  may 
be  partly  good  and  partly  bad,  but  that  is  where  the 
matter  objected  to  is  severable,  as  in  Doe  d.  Williams  v. 
Bichardson  (6),  where  the  defect  in  the  award  was  only 
as  to  the  direction  for  mutual  releases,  or  Aitcheson  v. 
Cargey  (c),  where  the  arbitrator  exceeded  his  authority 
by  directing  the  mode  in  which  the  matters  ordered  by 
the  award  were  to  be  done.  The  present  case,  however, 
does  not  come  within  this  rule. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  1  Tar.  &  Riu.  198.  (6)  8  Tannt.  697. 

(c)  2  Bing.  199. 

VOL.  VI.  S  D.  p.  C. 
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1837. 

HOCKEN  9.  GrGNFELL. 

A  plaintiff  b       X  HIS  was  an  action  on  the  case,  brought  against  the 

not  entitled  to.  .  i../*».i 

the  costs  of  an  defenclant  for  obstructing  the  plaintiti  m  the  use  of  a  water- 
moiloTfo  set  course,  and  it  appeared  that  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  was 
aside  an  award,   secured  to  him  under  the  award  of  an  arbitrator,  and  that 

although  the 

improper  con-  the  present  action  had  also  been  referred,  a  condition 
the  defendant  being  annexed  to  the  order  of  reference  that  the  award 
allird"induwd  ^^^^  should  not  be  inconsistent  with  that  which  was  al- 
the  application,   ready  in  existence.    On  the  second  award  being  delivered 

and  acted  upon  by  the  defendant,  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained 
on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  to  set  it  aside,  on  the  ground 
that  the  defendant  had  put  a  construction  upon  it  incon- 
sistent with  the  rights  granted  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  first 
award,  and  that  it  was  ambiguous,  and  not  final.  The 
matter  was  eventually  turned  into  a  special  case,  when  the 
Court  expressed  an  opinion  that  the  construction  put  on 
the  second  award  by  the  defendant  was  untenable,  and 
the  rule  was  in  consequence  discharged.  The  plaintiff 
appHed  to  the  Prothonotary  to  tax  his  costs  upon  this 
rule,  but  he  declined  to  do  so,  and  Wilde,  Serjt.,  having 
obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  review  of  the  taxation, 

Crowder  now  shewed  cause. — He  contended  that  the 
case  was  of  an  ordinary  nature,  and  that  the  rule  having 
been  discharged,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  his  costs. 

Wildcj  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  rule,  submitted  that 
although  in  point  of  form  the  rule  had  been  discharged, 
yet  that  in  fact  the  decision  was  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 
The  construction  which  the  defendant  had  put  upon  the 
award)  and  which  had  compelled  the  plaintiff  to  apply  to  the 
Court,  had  been  held  to  be  incorrect.  He  cited  M' Andrew 
V.  Adam  (a),  where  it  was  held  that  if  a  rule  be  drawn  up 

{a)  1  B.  N.  C.  270. 
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in  the  alternative,  the  party  who  fails  on  the  substantial         1837. 
question  is  not  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  rule,  although       hocken 

be  succeed  upon  the  alternative.  v. 

Grcnfbll. 

TiKDAL,  C.J* — I  think  that  this  rule  must  be  dis- 
charged, for  it  appears  to  me  that  if  the  Court  came  to 
any  other  decision,  an  exception  would  be  introduced, 
which  it  would  be  difficult  to  apply  to  other  cases.  The 
motion  of  the  plaintiff  was  to  set  aside  the  award,  and 
although  the  construction  which  was  contended  for  by  the 
defendant  was  one  which  we  thought  could  not  be  sup* 
ported,  yet  the  motion  must  take  the  usual  course,  and  the 
costs  must  be  costs  in  the  cause* 

Rule  discharged. 


Jones  and  Another  v.  Tobin. 

rrlLDEf  Serjt,  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  review  of  virhere,  in  an 
the  taxation  of  costs  in  this  cause.  It  was  an  action  on  J^e^'forre-* 
the  case  brought  a£rainst  the  defendant,  as  owner  of  a  fi'8'ngiode- 

°  ^^  ^  liver  goods  out 

Steam  vessel,  for  having  landed  goods  consigned  to  the  ofthedefend- 
plaintiffs  at  a  wharf  in  London,  the  plaintiffs  having,  within  the  piainti^'a 
a  reasonable  time  after  the  arrival  of  the  steamer,  and  be-  Kied^uX"* 
fore  the  goods  had  been  landed,  sent  their  lighter  along-  the  tender  of 

*  ,-11  the  bills  of 

side  the  steamer,  and  required  the  defendant  to  dehver  uding  and 
them  into  that  craft,  expressing  their  willingness  to  pay  costVof  Wie- 
the freight     The  defendants'  pleas  were,  first,  not  guilty ;  "*•'*•  *"  •'" 
secondly,  that  the  craft  of  the  plaintiffs  had  not  been  ten-  the  trial,  tut 
dered  for  the  receipt  of  the  goods ;  thirdly,  that  the  plain-  called  to  prort 
tiffs  were  not  ready  to  receive  the  goods,  and  pay  the  iyi*h"ega?d  to 
freight;  fourthly,that  although,  in  the  notice  for  the  deli-  "uch  tender, 

will  not  be 

very,  the  defendant  was  required  to  deliver  the  goods  into  allowed. 

the  plaintiffs'  craft  upon  the  tender  of  the  bills  of  lading  being*su<xtMfui' 

in  the  cause, 
■re  entitled  to  the  costs  of  a  special  jury  summoned  on  the  process  of  the  defendant,  although  the 
Judge  aball  not  certify. 
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^837-^  and  freight,  yet  that  no  bills  of  lading  or  freight  were  ten- 
dered. The  defendant  therefore  unloaded  the  goods  on 
the  wharf.  Issue  was  joined  upon  each  of  these  pleas, 
and  the  cause  was  tried  on  the  3rd  of  July,  before  a  special 
jury.  It  was  then  proved,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs, 
that  the  defendant's  vessel  had  arrived  at  her  moorings  in 
the  Thames,  on  the  23rd  of  November,  1836,  and  that  on 
the  following  morning  the  plaintiff's  servant  had  delivered 
on  board  a  notice  for  the  delivery  of  the  goods,  and  had 
tendered  his  craft  to  receive  them ;  that  he  remained 
alongside  the  vessel  until  four  o'clock  in  the  afternoon, 
but  received  none  of  them ;  and  although  he  was  in  at- 
tendance on  the  following  morning,  and  waited  several 
hours,  none  of  the  goods  were  delivered.  It  was  further 
proved,  that  after  the  lighter  had  gone  away  on  each  day, 
a  portion  of  the  goods  had  been  landed ;  that  the  custom 
was  not  to  pay  the  freight  on  the  delivery  of  the  goods, 
but  that  the  amount  was  usually  collected  by  the  ship's 
agent  from  the  consignees,  after  the  cargo  had  been  deli- 
vered. It  was  not  usual  that  the  bills  of  lading  should  be 
produced  unless  specially  applied  for,  but  that  no  appli- 
cation had  been  made  in  the  present  instance.  A  verdict 
in  this  case  was  found  for  the  plaintiffs  to  the  amount  of 
the  charge  to  which  they  had  been  subjected  for  wharfage 
dues.  The  cause  had  been  tried  by  a  special  jury  struck 
by  the  plaintiffs  under  these  circumstances ;  the  defend- 
ant having  obtained  a  summons  for  a  month's  time  to  plead, 
the  plaintiffs  had  been  put  under  terms  for  making  the 
cause  a  special  jury  cause,  and  a  rule  for  a  special  jury 
was  in  consequence  obtained  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs. 
A  similar  rule,  however,  having  been  obtained  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  by  his  attorney,  and  a  jury  struck,  the 
plain tiff^'s  rule  was  abandoned.  The  jury  was  obtained 
upon  the  defendant's  rule,  but  was  summoned  under  pro- 
cess lodged  at  the  instance  of  the  plaintiffs.  At  the  taxa- 
tion of  the  costs,  a  sum  of  221 L  17 s.  Id.  was  claimed,  but 
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the  Prothonotary  disallowed  the  costs  of  subpcenaing  1837* 
twelve  out  of  seventeen  witnesses,  who  had  attended  the 
trial  for  the  purpose  of  giving  evidence  as  to  the  course 
usually  adopted  upon  the  delivery  of  bills  of  lading  and 
the  payment  of  freight,  as  well  as  the  costs  demanded  by 
the  plaintifiPs  for  attending  upon  the  defendant's  rule  for 
a  special  jury,  of  the  process  for  summoning  the  jury,  and 
of  the  costs  of  the  plaintiff's  rule,  the  sum  of  67/.  17^.  4c/. 
being  taxed  off  the  amount  of  the  bill.  The  rule  had  been 
obtained  on  the  ground  that  the  custom,  as  to  the  deli- 
very of  the  goods,  was  immediately  in  issue  at  the  trial, 
and  although  it  was  the  opinion  of  the  learned  Judge 
that  the  witnesses  who  were  in  attendance  need  not  be 
called  to  prove  the  usage,  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to 
the  costs  of  those  witnesses,  as  it  would  not  have  been 
safe  for  them  to  go  to  trial  without  having  them  in  attend- 
ance. The  plaintiffs  were  also  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the 
special  jury,  which,  although  it  had  been  summoned  on 
the  defendant's  process,  had  been  adopted  by  them. 

Sir  F.  Pollock  now  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that 
the  Court  would  not  interfere  unless  in  the  case  of  an  er- 
ror in  principle.  The  question  of  costs  upon  the  attend- 
ance of  these  witnesses^  was  a  question  of  detail  upon 
which  the  Prothonotary  had  a  right  to  exercise  a  discre- 
tion, with  which,  the  Court  would  not  interfere.  With  re- 
spect to  the  special  jury,  as  the  learned  Judge  had  not 
granted  his  certificate,  the  disallowance  of  the  costs  was 
correct. 

JVildCf  Serjt.,  and  Cleasby,  contra,  submitted  that,  the 
exclusion  of  a  whole  class  of  witnesses,  whose  attendance  it 
was  necessary  for  the  plaintiffs  to  procure,  in  order  to  prove 
an  issue  which  was  collateral  to  the  cause,  was  an  error  of 
principle,  with  respect  to  which  the  Court  would  feel  itself 
bound  to  interfere.  It  was  at  the  defendant's  own  instance 
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18d7.        that  the  cause  was  made  a  special  jury  cause,  and  the 

JoNsa        plaintiffs  therefore  were  not  bound  to  apply  to  the  Judge 

V-  for  a  certificate.     The  plaintiffs  being,  as  it  were,  tied  to 

the  stake  and  dragged  on  to  trial,  were  entitled  to  make 

the  best  of  it :  Holi  y.  Meddowcrofl  (a). 

TiNDAL,  C*  J, — Before  we  make  this  rule  absolute,  we 
must  be  satisfied  that  the  question  of  custom,  that  upon 
requiring  the  delivery  of  goods  that  have  arrived  by 
ship,  it  is  necessary  to  tender  the  freight,  and  which  the 
witnesses,  the  costs  of  whose  attendance  the  Prothonotary 
has  disallowed,  were  subpoenaed  to  prove,  was  put  in  is- 
sue by  the  plea.  Now,  the  fourth  plea,  on  which  this 
question  of  custom  is  said  to  be  raised,  alleges  that,  in  the 
notice  given  by  the  plaintiffs  for  the  delivering  of  the 
goods  over  the  vessel's  side,  they  were  required  to  be  de- 
livered into  the  plaintiff's  craft,  the  bills  of  lading,  and  the 
freight  being  tendered ;  but  that  neither  the  craft,  the 
bills  of  lading,  nor  the  freight,  were  actually  tendered. 
Now,  this  appears  to  be  an  express  issue  upon  the  actual 
tender,  and  upon  that  issue  the  custom  does  not  appear 
to  come  in  question.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  discre- 
tion of  the  Prothonotary  has  been  properly  exercised 
with  regard  to  the  costs  of  those  witnesses.  As  regards 
the  special  jury,  as  it  was  not  struck  by  the  plaintiffs, 
no  certificate  was  necessary,  and  the  costs  ought  to  have 
been  allowed ;  upon  that  point,  therefore,  the  rule  must 
be  absolute. 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  4  M.  «  S.  467. 
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Elliott  v,  Gutteridge.  1838. 

fwHITE  moved  for  leave  to  add  certain  bail  to  those  Where  bail  has 
already  put  in,  but  who  had  been  rejected  on  a  preliminary  ^^  Ihrit^und 
objection  taken  at  the  time  when  they  came  up  for  the  pur-  ®^»  technical 
pose  of  justifying.     The  present  case  did  not  come  within  Court  will  not 
6  Reg.  Gen.  T.  T.  1  Will.  4  (a).    The  words  of  that  rule  u'lidd^I  "* 
were,  "  That  the  bail,  of  whom  notice  shall  be  given,  shall 
not  be  changed  without  leave  of  the  Court  or  a  Judge.'* 
That  rule  clearly  contemplated  cases  in  which  no  attempt 
had  been  made  to  justify  the  bail  originally  put  in,  and  not 
cases  where  an  attempt  had  been  made  to  justify*  He  cited 
the  case  of  Rex  v.  The  Sheriff  of  Essex  (i). 

Patteson,  J. — I  think  this  case  is  distinguishable  from 
the  one  you  cite ;  for,  it  does  not  appear  in  that  case  that 
the  bail  had  there  endeavoured  to  justify.  If  I  were  to 
grant  this  application,  I  should  be  letting  in  all  the  mis- 
chief, which  it  was  the  object  of  that  rule  to  prevent.  If 
the  bail  originally  put  in  are  substantially  good,  an  a£Sdavit 
to  that  effect  might  be  made,  and  the  bail  be  again  brought 
up  for  the  purpose  of  justifying.  Why  is  that  bail  not 
brought  up  ?  Because,  the  defendant  knows  that  they  are 
insufficient.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  present  applica- 
tion cannot  be  granted. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  103.  {h)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  782. 
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A  clerk,  under 
the  age  of  21, 
cannot  be  ex* 
amined  pur- 
suant to  Reg. 
Gen.  H.  T.  6 
Will.  4. 
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Ex  parte  Crago. 

rr  IG  HTM  AN  ajifliedf  on  behalf  of  a  young  gentleman 
who  had  not  yet  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one,  that  he 
might  be  examined  pursuant  to  the  new  rules,  although 
he  was  still  an  infant.  There  was  no  rule  of  Court  or  act 
of  Parliament  positively  directing  that  a  person  must  have 
attained  full  age  before  he  could  be  admitted  as  an  attor- 
ney. No  reason  could  exist  why  he  should  not  be  e^a- 
mined. 


Patteson,  J. — ^I  never  heard  of  an  infant  attorney. 
He  can  not  be  admitted  until  he  has  attained  the  full  age 
of  twenty-one.  An  attorney  must  necessarily  enter  into 
many  contracts,  and  then,  when  it  is  sought  to  enforce 
them,  the  plaintiff  may  be  answered  with  a  plea  of  infancy. 
The  examination  is  preparatory  to  his  being  admitted,  and 
therefore  he  must  be  then  presumed  to  be  of  fit  age  at  the 
time  to  be  admitted.  The  proper  course  is  for  him  to 
wait  until  he  is  twenty-one.  There  can  be  no  reason  for 
suspending  the  rules  in  favour  of  this  applicant. 

Refused. 


Doe  d  Stevens  v.  Lord. 
{Before  the  Four  Judges.) 

The  lessor  of  fw  ARREN  shewed  cause  on  the  last  day  of  term 
ejecrmeiit,  who   against  a  rule  obtained  by  Waddington  in  the  Bail  Court 

was  a  mortgagee, 

obiained  Judgment,  and  after  more  than  a  year  and  a  day  had  elapsed,  without  reyiving  the  Judg- 
ment by  sci.  fa.,  issued  a  hab.  fit.  poss.,  which,  after  execution,  was  set  aside  by  a  Judge's  order; 
but  the  Judgment  left  in  force.  On  a  motion  for  a  rule  for  a  writ  of  restitution: — Held,  that  such 
writ  could  not  issue;  but  the  rule  might  be  moulded  so  as  to  order  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  to  re- 
store possession. 

Semble,  per  PtUteton,  J.,  that  a  party  having  recovered  in  an  ejectment,  cannot,  by  his  own  act 
only,  and  without  the  authority  of  the  Court,  take  possession. 

Though  the  full  Court  will  not  permit  a  matter  of  law  to  be  discussed  on  the  last  dny  of  term, 
they  will  allow  cause  to  be  shewn  against  a  rule  praying  for  a  writ  of  restitution,  where  it  was  re* 
ferrcd  to  the  full  Court  from  the  Bail  Court,  and  counsel  had  been  unable  to  bring  it  on  till  the 
last  day,  owing  to  the  press  of  businew  in  the  Court,  and  the  case  is  very  urgent. 
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on  an  early  day  in  the  term,  and  which  Liitledale,  J.,  had  1838. 
referred  to  the  full  Court.  The  rule  called  on  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  a  wrii  of  restitution 
should  not  issue  to  the  sheriff  of  Northamptonshire,  order- 
ing him  to  restore  possession  to  the  defendant  of  the  lands, 
tenementSi  and  hereditaments  seized  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of 
possession,  which  had  been  set  aside  by  the  order  of  Wil' 
liams,  J.,  for  irregularity,  and  why  the  costs  of  all  such 
proceedings  should  not  be  paid  by  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  why  all  further  proceedings  upon  such  writ  of 
possession  should  not  be  stayed. 

Patteson,  J. — This  is  a  point  of  law,  and  cannot  be 
taken  on  the  last  day  of  term.     That  is  a  settled  rule. 

Warren. — If  a  mere  matter  of  practice  as  to  the  form 
of  a  particular  application  to  the  Court,  is  such  a  point  of 
law  as  the  rule  is  aimed  at,  of  course  the  case  must  stand 
over,  and  be  put  into  the  peremptory  paper.  A  large 
amount  of  crops  will  perish  in  the  mean  time. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — Why  could  you  not  have  shewn 
cause  on  an  earlier  day  of  the  term?  When  was  the  case 
aent  here? 

Warren. — Three  or  four  days  ago;  since  which  the 
Court  has  been  constantly  occupied,  and  I  had  no  oppor- 
tunity of  moving,  though  in  daily  attendance. 

Waddington  also  urged  the  Court  to  dispose  of  the  rule, 
as  it  was  of  great  importance  to  both  parties. 

Lord  Denman,  (after  consulting  the  other  Judges). — 
We  think  we  ought  to  hear  you  ;  you  may  proceed. 

Warren, — Though  eleven  affidavits  are  sworn  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  they  agree  with  the  only  one  sworn 
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1838.  by  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiiF,  in  sufScient  points  to  raise 
the  matter  of  law  on  which  it  is  contended  that  this  rule 
must  be  discharged,  and  with  costs.  This  action  was 
brought  in  1833|  by  the  mortgagee,  against  the  heir  at  law 
of  the  mortgagor ;  was  tried,  and  a  verdict  found  for  the 
plaintiff,  at  the  Spring  Assizes  for  Northamptonshire  in 
1834.  Judgment  was  signed  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1834, 
and  a  writ  of  possession,  with  a  fi.  fa.  for  costs  incorporated, 
issued  soon  after ;  but  owing  to  negotiations  between  the 
parties,  out  of  which  arose  a  suit  in  equity  which  was  not 
terminated  till  the  latter  end  of  1836,  it  was  not  executed. 
Without  suing  out  a  scire  facias,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff, 
in  June  last  (1837),  issued  a  second  writ  of  habere  facias 
possessionem,  under  which  the  sheriff  gave  possession,  but 
which  writ,  on  the  11th  of  July,  was  set  aside  by  an  order 
of  Williams,  J.,  for  irregularity  in  being  issued  without  the 
judgment  having  been  revived  by  sci.  fa. ;  but  the  order 
did  not  direct  possession  to  be  restored.  When  the  order 
was  served  upon  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  he  gave  a 
written  notice  to  the  defendant,  that  he  abandoned  all  right 
founded  on  the  hab.  fa.  poss.,  which  had  been  set  aside, 
and  was  ready  to  pay  the  costs  of  it;  but  that,  as  mortga- 
gee in  possession,  he  had  an  independent  right  to  remain, 
especially  having  a  judgment  of  the  Court  in  his  favour 
then  in  full  force.  After  waiting  for  two  months,  during 
which  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  had  incurred  great  ex- 
pense in  gathering  the  crops,  and  resisting  many  attempts 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  forcibly  to  regain  possession, 
a  summons  was  taken  out  in  September  to  the  same  effect 
as  the  present  rule,  but  upon  which  Tindal,  C.  J.,  refused 
to  grant  an  order.  The  present  rule  was  then  applied 
for.     The  first  objection  to  it  was — 

Denman,  C.J. — A  judge's  order  has  set  aside  the  writ 
by  means  of  which  you  have  obtained  possession,  and  yet 
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you  will  not  give  it  up.   You  have  a  great  deal  to  get  oyer        1838. 
to  satisfy  us  in  your  favour. 

Warren. — However  that  may  be,  it  is  submitted  that  the 
present  rule  must  be  discharged,  since  it  asks  for  what 
the  Court  cannot  grant,  and,  under  the  circumstances, 
ought  not  to  grant,  if  it  could.  First,  a  writ  of  restitution 
can  never  iisue  so  long  as  the  judgment  remains,  as  in  this 
present  case,  in  force.  In  2  Lit.  Prac.  Reg.  577,  it  is  laid 
down  that  "  Restitution  is  a  writ  which  lies  where  a 
judgment  is  reversed  by  writ  of  error;  and  the  Court 
which  reverses  the  judgment  gives,  after  the  reversal,  a 
judgment  for  restitution ;  for  note,  a  sci.  fa.  quare  restt« 
tutionem  habere  non  debet,  reciting  the  reversal  of  the 
judgment,  and  the  writ  of  execution,  and  return  thereof 
filed,  must  issue  forth."  This  agrees  with  all  the  old  au- 
thorities ;  and  proves  that  this  writ  cannot  issue  while  the 
judgment  stands  in  full  force,  and  further,  that  it  must 
be  founded  on  matter  of  record.  The  latter  position  is 
expressly  laid  down  in  the  same  authority :  **  There  ought 
to  be  no  restitution  or  re-restitution  granted  of  the  pos- 
session of  lands  where  it  cannot  be  grounded  on  some 
matter  of  record  appearing  to  the  Court^'  (a).  Again : 
**  The  restitution  is  to  be  granted  by  the  Court  upon  a 
suggestion  of  the  insufficiency  of  an  indictment  of  forcible 
entry  or  other  matter,  until  the  certiorari  be  returned  and 
filed ;  for  before  the  returning  and  filing  of  it,  the  Court 
hath  nothing  before  them  upon  record  to  judge  upon."  It 
is  also  said  that  a  writ  of  restitution  is  not  properly  to  be 
granted  but  in  such  case  where  the  party  cannot  be  re- 
stored by  an  ordinary  way  of  justice  or  course  of  law;  for 
where  ordinary  remedies  may  be  had,  extraordinary  are 
not  to  be  resorted  unto ;  and,  in  a  previous  part  of  the 
same  book,  is  given  an  instance  of  an  ordinary  remedy:— 

(a)  Citing  HiU,  22  Car.  B.  R. 
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1838.  ''  The  law  doth  often  times  restore  the  possession  to  one 
without  a  writ  of  possession,  to  wit,  by  a  writ  of  habere 
facias  possessionem  and  other  ways,  in  common  course 
and  proceedings  of  justice  (a)  upon  a  trial  of  law"  (6). 

Patteson,  J. — What  is  the  defendant  to  do  in  such  a 
case  as  this? 

Warren, — Bring  another  ejectment,  or  make  the  judge's 
order  a  rule  of  Court,  and  attach  the  lessee  of  the  plaintiff 
for  disobedience  to  it :  either  of  these  suggestions  tests 
the  fallacy  of  the  present  application.  He  could  not  bring 
another  ejectment,  for  the  legal  estate  is,  by  his  own  act, 
vested  in  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff;  he  could  not  have  an 
attachment,  for  we  contend  (though  the  validity  of  the 
order  was  strongly  disputed  before  the  judge),  that  we 
have  obeyed  the  Judge's  order,  inasmuch  as  we  abandon 
all  right  which  we  attempted  to  derive  from  it,  and  con- 
sent to  be  treated  as  trespassers  for  what  we  did  under  it, 
and  are  ready  to  pay  all  the  costs  occasioned  by  our  irre- 
gularity ;  but  having  a  previous  and  then  existing  right 
against  all  the  world,  and  especially  as  against  the  defend- 
ant, we  were  guilty  of  no  contempt  or  disobedience  in 
asserting  that  right.  Suppose  this  rule  to  be  made 
absolute,  the  defendant  will  then  have  to  draw  up  his 
writ  of  restitution ;  and  in  so  doing,  must  recite  that 
which  is  positively  false,  that  *'  it  was  considered  that 
the  judgment  aforesaid,  for  certain  errors  therein  as- 
signed, should  be  reversed,  annulled,  and  altogether 
bolden  for  nought;  and  that  the  said  defendant  should 
be  restored  to  all  things  which  he  had  lost  by  occasion 
of  the  said  judgment.^  In  Tidd's  Appendix,  p.  655, 
9th  edit.,  there  is  given  a  form  of  a  writ  of  restitution 
in  ejectment  in  the  Exchequer,  which,  after  the  same 

(a)  Trin.  23  Car.  B.  N.  (6)  Ibid,  679. 
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recital  as  in  a  writ  of  hab.  fa.  poss.,  proceeds  thus:  1838. 
*'  And  because  since  the  issuing  of  our  said  writ  (of  pos- 
session), it  hath  appeared  to  the  Barons  of  our  said  Ex- 
chequer, that  the  said  judgment  obtained  by,"  &c.,  **  was 
irregularly  obtained,  and  that  our  said  writ  (of  possession) 
thereupon  issued  improvidently  and  unjustly,"  &c.  How 
could  the  present  defendant,  then,  draw  up  such  a  writ? 
There  are  no  valid  authorities  or  precedents  for  such  an 
application  as  the  present.  It  is  true,  that  in  Chitt. 
Archb.64<],  4th  edit.,  it  is  stated,  that  under  such  circum- 
stances as  the  present,  a  writ  of  restitution  will  be  awarded ; 
but  the  authorities  there  cited  do  not  bear  out  such  a 
statement.  If  such  an  application  as  the  present  could 
have  been  sustained,  so  many  occasions  for  it  must  have 
occurred  in  practice  as  to  give  rise  to  reported  cases 
on  the  subject.  The  absence  of  such  a  case  is,  alone,  a 
strong  argument  against  granting  the  present  rule.  In 
the  late  case  of  Doe  d.  Williams  v.  JVilliams  (a),  the  writ 
of  restitution  was  ordered,  because  the  regular^'tid[j^^ii/« 
had  been  set  aside.  Again,  is  it  consistent  with  justice  or 
reason,  that  the  Court,  having  solemnly  declared  the  right 
of  property  not  to  be  in  the  defendant,  but  in  the  plaintifF, 
should  now  be  asked  to  take  away  that  property  from  the 
plaintiff,  and  give  it  to  the  defendant?  The  defendant 
has,  by  his  solemn  act  and  deed,  exhausted  himself  of  all 
right  to  the  property  in  question,  and  conveyed  it  for  a 
large  sum  to  the  plaintiff,  whose  right,  moreover,  has  been 
sanctioned  by  the  Court,  but  who  are  asked  to  declare, 
uno  flatu,  that  the  land  is  the  plaintiff's,  and  yet  he  must 
give  it  up  to  the  defendant. 

Coleridge,  J. — Your  argument  is^  that  the  defendant 
has  made  an  erroneous  application  to  the  Court,  and  asked 
for  an  inapplicable  remedy,  and  it  would  seem  clear  that 

(a)  2  Ad.  8c  Ell.  381. 
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183B.        he  has ;  but  why  cannot  we  overlook  the  error,  and  so 
mould  the  rule  as  to  give  him  possession  ? 

Warren. — Certamly  not.  That  is  not  what  counsel 
came  prepared  to  shew  cause  against;  but  against  the 
application  for  a  writ  of  restitution;  and  if  it  be  shewn, 
that  what  is  asked  for  cannot  be  granted,  surely  the  rule 
must  be  discharged,  or  why  shew  cause  against  it?  Had 
the  rule  prayed  for  what  the  Court  now  suggested,  it 
might  be  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  would  not  have 
been  advised  to  resist  the  application,  and  incur  the  ex- 
pense of  these  proceedings.  It  would  certainly  appear 
unfair  towards  those  who  had  to  shew  cause  against  defi- 
nite and  specific  applications,  if  they  were  to  be  taken  by 
suprise  by  the  Court  offering  to  give  something  else  than 
the  applicant  has  asked  for.  Such  a  course  would  open 
wide  a  door  to  fraud  and  negligence :  erroneous  appli- 
cations may  be  made  purposely  to  mislead  the  research 
of  counsel ;  and  vigilantibus  non  dormientibus  jura  sub- 
veniunt.  In  Moore  v.  Archer  (a),  a  defendant  made  an 
error  in  obtaining  a  rule  to  set  aside  the  declaration,  and 
Abinger,  C.  B.,  said,  ''  The  declaration  is  not  irregular; 
the  motion  should  have  been  to  set  aside  the  writ ;  the  rule 
must  be  discharged  with  costs."  But  it  is  equally  clear 
that  even  the  remedy  now  suggested  ought  not  to  be 
granted.  The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  had,  perhaps,  been 
guilty  of  a  technical  error  in  getting  into  possession  of 
what  was  clearly  his  own ;  but  he  ought  not,  therefore,  to 
be  compelled  to  abandon  it  to  the  wrongful  claimant.  It 
is  laid  down  in  the  books,  that  if  a  party  has  judgment 
to  recover  his  term,  he  may  enter  without  suing  out  an 
habere  facias  possessionem  ;  for  where  the  land  recovered 
is  certain,  the  recoverer  may  enter  at  his  peril,  and  the 
assistance  of  the  sheriff  is  only  to  preserve  the  peace. 

(a)  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  214. 
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Patteson,  J. — What  authorities  do  you  cite  for  that        1838. 
position  ? 

Warren. — Runnington's  Ejectment,  475  (Ed.  1820),  and 
2  Sillon's  Pr.,  citing  2  Sider.  156.;  1  Roll  Rep.  213; 
Noy.  71  ;  Palm.  263. 

Patteson,  J. — This  goes  to  the  foundation  of  the  whole 
matter  generally. 

Warren. — It  does  certainly ;  and  it  is  submitted  that 
there  is  no  possible  ground  either  of  substantial  justice  or 
legal  principle  on  which  the  defendant  can  be  entitled 
to  obtain  either  that  which  he  has  asked  for,  or  what  it  is 
now  intimated  he  may  have,  though  he  has  not  asked  for 
it.  It  may  be  laid  down  as  a  settled  principle  of  law,  that 
the  unquestionable  owner  of  land  may  enter,  if  he  choose, 
by  his  own  act,  and  take  possession  of  it,  and  will  be  sup- 
ported in  doing  so  by  his  clear  and  undisputed  right.  In 
Taylor  v.  Cole  (a),  Lord  Kenyon  said — "The  question 
is,  whether  a  person  having  a  right  of  possession  may  not 
peaceably  assert  it,  if  he  do  not  transgress  the  laws  of  his 
country.  I  think  he  may ;  for  a  person  who  has  a  right 
of  entry  may  enter  peaceably;  and  being  in  possession, 
may  retain  it,  and  plead  that  it  is  his  soil  and  freehold.'* 
The  same  doctrine  has  been  clearly  upheld  in  Taunton  v. 
Costar{b),  Turner  v.  MeymoU{c),  Butcher  v.  Butcher  (d), 
and  various  other  cases.  Were  it,  indeed,  otherwise,  it 
would  be  an  absurd  anomaly  in  the  law. 

Then  it  will  be  said  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  got 
into  possession  by  means  of  a  defective  writ  of  possession, 
which  has  been  set  aside :  that,  however,  cannot  vary  the 
case.    It  has  been  laid  down  by  Lord  Holty  and  expressly 


(a)  3  T.  R.  295.  (c)  1  Bing.  168. 

(6)  7  T.  R.  431.  (rf)  7  B.  &  C.  399. 
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1838.  affirmed  in  Crowther  v.  RafnsboUom  (a),  ^'  that  if  one  hath 
a  legal  and  an  illegal  warrant,  and  arrests  by  virtue  of  the 
illegal  warrant,  yet  he  may  justify  by  reason  of  the  legal 
warrant,  for  it  is  not  what  he  declares,  but  the  authority 
which  he  has,  that  is  his  justification  ;'*  and  accordingly,  in 
that  case  it  was  held  that  "  it  was  not  material  to  inquire 
what  the  defendants  said  when  they  entered,  but  only 
whether  they  had  in  fact  a  legal  warrant  to  justify  them.'* 
Now,  in  the  present  case,  at  the  time  that  the  erroneous 
writ  of  possession  was  resorted  to  by  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, he  had  ^'  a  legal  warrant  and  authority  to  justify  him,** 
namely,  his  legal  title  as  mortgagee,  fortified  by  a  judgment 
in  ejectment*  This  doctrine  was  also  upheld  in  Oakes  v. 
Wood  (6),  and  by  Liitledale,  J.,  in  Lucas  v.  Nockells  (c). 
The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  may  have  erroneously  called  in 
the  sheriff's  assistance,  and  is  content  to  be  mulcted  for 
his  irregularity,  in  the  costs  it  occasioned,  and  which  are 
considerable,  but  he  was  not  ordered  to  restore  possession, 
and  the  Judge  was  correct  in  not  making  such  an  order 
on  the  grounds  stated.  The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff's  being 
now  ordered  to  give  back  all  that  was  absolutely  his  own 
to  one  whom  the  Court  had  solemnly  declared  to  have  no 
right  whatever  to  it,  would  be  a  penalty  vastly  more  than 
commensurate  with  his  alleged  delinquency,  and  would 
appear  to  be  injustice.  On  these  general  grounds  it  was 
submitted  that  the  rule  must  be  discharged,  as  the  defend- 
ant had  no  locus  standi  in  Court,  having  no  right  either 
at  law  or  in  equity,  and  having  made,  at  all  events,  an 
erroneous  application  to  the  Court. 

Waddington^  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  was  clearly  wrong  in  issuing  a  writ  of  pos- 
session without  having  revived  his  judgment  by  scL  fa«; 


(fl)  7  T.  R.  668.  {b)  2  M.  &  W.  791. 

(e)  10  Biiig.  185. 
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that  writ  being  set  aside,  it  cannot  be  tolerated  that  the  1838. 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff*  should  nevertheless  be  at  liberty  to 
hold  out  against  the  Judge's  order,  and  the  authority  of 
this  Court.  Notwithstanding  the  elaborate  research  and 
argument  which  have  been  brought  to  bear  against  this 
application,  there  are  two  cases  in  which  a  writ  of  resti- 
tution issued  under  similar  circumstances  to  the  present. 
In  Goodrighi  v.  Noright  (a),  a  writ  of  restitution  was 
ordered. 

Warren. — There  the  judgment  had  been  set  aside. 

Waddington* — Also  in  Withers  v.  Harris  (b)^  which  is 
precisely  in  point  with  the  present  case.  The  judgment 
there  bad  not  been  reversed,  and  yet  a  writ  of  restitution 
was  awarded,  because  a  sci.  fa.  to  revive  the  judgment  had 
not  been  sued  out. 

Denman,  C.  J. — There,  probably,  the  objection  was  not 
taken,  as  it  is  here.  It  is  now  urged,  as  it  might  have 
been  urged  there,  that  though  possession  might  be  ordered 
to  be  restored,  still  a  writ  of  restitution  cannot  be  granted. 

Waddingion. — That  may  be  so.  At  all  events,  he 
hoped  that  the  Court,  as  it  had  intimated,  though  it  could 
not  grant  a  writ  of  restitution,  would  so  mould  the  rule  as 
to  give  substantially  what  was  asked  for. 

Denman,  C.  J. — We  think  that  though  a  writ  of  resti- 
tution cannot  be  granted,  as  prayed,  yet  that  under  the 
circumstances,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff*  cannot  be  per- 
mitted to  retain  what  he  has  taken  into  his  possession ; 
and  that  we  have  power  to  mould  this  rule  so  as  to  give 
restitution  of   what   has    been   seized   by   the  lessor  of 

(a)  Barnes,  198.  (6)  2  Ld.  Raym.  806. 
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the    plaintiff;    but    it    will    be    made   absolute   without 
costs. 

Patteson,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion ;  and  more- 
over, I  desire  that  it  may  not  go  forth  that  I,  for  one, 
assent  to  the  doctrine  which  has  been  contended  for,  that  a 
party  having  recovered  in  ejectment  may,  by  his  own  act 
only,  and  without  the  authority  of  the  process  of  the 
Court,  enter  upon  and  retain  possession  of  the  land  so 
recovered. 

Coleridge,  J. — I  also  think  we  have  power  to  mould 
this  rule  in  the  way  suggested.  I  shall  add  only  that  the 
cases  of  Taunion  v.  Costavj  and  Turner  v.  Mei/moti,  are 
distinguishable  from  the  present,  and  do  not  bear  out  the 
doctrine  contended  for  by  Mr.  Warren* 

Rule  absolute  accordingly,  without  costs. 


On  an  applica- 
tion under  the 
7  &  8  Geo.  4, 
c.  71,  s.  2,  to 
take  money 
and  costs  out 
of  Court,  which 
have  heen  de- 
posited in  lieu 
of  bail,  if  the 
cause  is  in  such 
a  state  that 
issue  may  be 
joined  before 
the  rule  is  dis- 
posed  of,  the 
Court  will  grant 
it,  with  a  stay 
of  proceedings. 


Bloor  V.  Cox. 

JlITZJAMES  applied  for  leave  to  take  a  certain  sum 
of  money  out  of  Court,  which  had  been  paid  in  lieu  of 
bail,  together  with  20L  for  costs.  He  proposed  to  make 
the  application  according  to  the  common  law  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court,  and  not  under  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  71,  s.  2, 
because  it  had  been  decided  (a)  that  under  that  act  the 
application  must  be  made  before  issue  joined.  Here,  the 
proceedings  were  in  such  a  state  that  issue  might  be 
joined  before  the  present  rule  could  be  finally  disposed  of. 
The  objection  would  then  be  taken^  that  the  application 
had  come  too  late. 

Patteson,  J. — In  order  to  prevent  such  a  step  you  may 
take  your  rule,  with  a  stay  of  proceedings. 

Rule  accordingly. 
{a)  See  FerraU  y.  Alexander  and  another,  ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  132. 
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Weatherall  r.  Lono. 

c/.  BAYLE  Y  sheyved  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  obtained  in  order  to 
by  Andrews,  Serjt.,  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  fendant  to  the 
why  the  warrant  of  attorney  given  by  the  defendant,  the  ^"®^'  ^^ 
judgment,  and  execution  thereon,  should  not  be  set  aside,   H.  T.2Wiii.4, 
and  a  sum  of  ioL  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  paid  over  to  necessary  that 
the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that  the  warrant  was  not  in  ,*e\r°in  terms 
conformity  with  1  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  s.  72  (a).    By  that  he  is  a 

;  f  *  \    /  J     prisoner  in  cus- 

that  rule  it  was  provided,  that  "  no  warrant  of  attorney  tody  on  mesne 

to  confess  judgment  or  cognovit  actionem,  given  by  any  .ppeVrs' from 

person  in  custody  of  a  sheriff  or  other  officer  upon  mesne  ****  u***!^"/ "  > 

process,  shall  be  of  any  force,  unless  there  be  present  some  thai  his  cus- 

,     1     lit      r>  1  .  t  1       tody  must  be 

attorney  on  behalf  of  such   person  m  custody,  expressly  on  mesne  pro- 
named  by  him,  and  attending  at  his  request,  to  inform  him   ^*^  prisoner 
of  the  nature  of  such  warrant  or  cognovit  before  the  same  ^^  custody  at 

1        I  •   1  I     II        I         •!        I  •  t***  instance  of 

is  executed,  which  attorney  shall  subscribe  his  name  as  a  one  piaintifr,  is 
witness  to  the  due  execution  thereof,  and  declare  himself  "he  benefit  of** 
to  be  attorney  for  the  defendant,  and  state  that  he  sub-   ^  ^e-  ^en. 

•^  H.  T.  2  Will.  4, 

scribes  as  such   attorney."     It  would  be  seen,  from  the  8.72,  in  respect 
language  of  the  rule,  that  it  applied  to  prisoners  only  in  attorney  gWen 
custody  on  "  mesne"  process,  and  not  on  final  process.   ^^  """^  *^'u| 
The  case  of  France  v.  Clarkson  (6),  confirmed  this  con-  in  such  cus- 
struction.     In  Lewis  v.  Gomperiz  (c),  Mr.  Justice  Co/e-    ^  ^' 
ridge  decided,  that  the  fact  of  the  prisoner  being  in  cus- 
tody on  mesne  process  must  be  shewn  in  the  affidavit  sup- 
porting the  prisoner's  application.     Here  it  was  not  shewn, 
on  the  face  of  the  affidavit,  that  the  defendant  was  in 
custody  on  mesne  process.     It  merely  stated  that  the  de- 
fendant had  been  *'  arrested  and  taken  to  a  lock-up  house." 
It  was  quite  consistent  with  this  statement  that  she  was  in 
custody  on  final  process,  for  she  might  have  been  "  ar- 
rested and  taken  to  a  lock-up  house"  on  a  ca.  sa. 

(fl)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  192.  (b)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  699. 

(c)  Ante,  p.  7. 
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1838.  Andrews,  Serjt. — The  affidavit  stated  that  after  obtain- 

^  ing  the  warrant  of  attorney,  judgment  had  been  signed.  It 

9.  must  therefore  be  presumed  that  the  custody  in  which  the 

defendant  was  at  the  time  of  giving  the  warrant  of  attor- 
ney, was  on  mesne  process,  and  not  final  process. 

Patteson,  J. — I  think  that  is  sufficient  to  shew  that 
the  defendant  was  in  custody  on  mesne  process  at  the  time 
of  giving  the  warrant  of  attorney. 

J.  Bat/ley  then  produced  an  affidavit,  from  which  it  ap- 
peared that  the  defendant  had  been  arrested  at  the  in- 
stance of  a  plaintiff*  named  Briggs  Russt,  and  taken  to  a 
lock-up  house.  While  there,  she  sent  for  the  plaintiff*  in 
the  present  action,  to  whom  she  was  indebted,  and  in 
order  to  secure  his  debt,  gave  him  the  warrant  of  attorney 
in  question.  The  present  case  could  not  therefore  be  con- 
sidered as  within  the  rule,  which  only  applied  to  cases  of 
cognovits  and  warrants  of  attorney  given  to  plaintifi^s,  at 
whose  instance  the  defendants  were  in  custody.  The 
object  of  the  rule  was  to  protect  persons,  when  in  custody 
at  the  instance  of  their  creditor,  from  the  influence  which 
might  be  exerted  upon  them  while  so  in  custody,  in  order 
to  induce  them  to  give  the  instruments  mentioned  in  the 
rule  for  a  greater  amount  than  was  due,  they  not  having 
the  benefit  of  an  attorney *s  advice.  The  present  case, 
however,  did  not  come  within  the  mischief  intended  to  be 
remedied  by  that  rule.  The  defendant  was  not  in  custody 
at  the  instance  of  the  present  plaintiff*,  but  at  the  instance 
of  another  person,  and  therefore  could  not  be  under  the 
improper  influence  of  her  creditor  in  giving  the  warrant 
of  attorney.     He  cited  Smith  v.  Burlton  (a). 

Andrews^  Serjt,  contended  that  the  words  of  the  rule 
were  general,  and  therefore  would  apply  to  this  as  well  as 

(a)  1  East,  241. 
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any  other  case  in  which  the  defendant  was  in  custody  on         1838. 
mesne  process  at  the  time  of  executing  the  cosnovit.  ^ 

V. 

Cur.  adv.  vult.  ^^"°- 

Patteson,  J. — This  was  an  application  to  set  aside  a 
warrant  of  attorney^  and  the  motion  was  made  on  two 
grounds.  One  was,  that  no  attorney  was  present  when  the 
warrant  of  attorney  was  signed.  I  think  that  that  objec- 
tion cannot  be  supported,  as  it  appears  that  the  defendant 
was  not  in  custody  at  the  time  at  the  suit  of  Wetherall, 
but  of  another  person,  Briggs.  The  rule  of  H.  T.  2  Will. 
4,  was  relied  on  as  sufficiently  comprehensive  in  its  terms 
to  include  the  case  where  the  party  was  in  custody  at 
the  suit  of  any  person.  Now,  it  must  be  recollected,  that 
that  rule  was  not  a  new  rule,  and  was  not  made  for  the 
purpose  of  establishing  any  new  practice,  but  was  for  the 
purpose  of  assimilating  the  practice  of  all  the  Courts.  It 
was  an  old  rule  in  one  Court,  and  had  been  formerly  in 
the  very  same  words,  and  it  has,  moreover,  already  re- 
ceived the  construction  of  the  Court.  The  case  oi Smith 
V.  Burlton  is  a  case  directly  in  point;  there  the  rule  was 
considered,  and  the  Court  expressed  their  regret  that  they 
were  compelled  to  come  to  that  decision.  If  they  could 
not  help  pronouncing  that  decision,  I  do  not  see  how  I  can 
arrive  at  a  different  one. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 
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Judgment 
cannot  be 
signed  against 
the  casual 
ejector,  in  re- 
spect of  a  ser- 
vice on  the 
daughter  car- 
rying on  the 
business  of  the 
tenant  in  pos- 
session, who  is 
a  lunatic,  and 
confined  away 
from  the  pre- 
mises. 


Doe  d.  Brown  r.  Roe. 

Jb RANCILLON  moved  for  judgment  against  the  casual 
ejector.  The  service  had  been  eflTected  on  the  daughter 
of  the  tenant  in  possession,  at  the  premises  on  which  the 
business  of  the  latter  was  carried  on  by  hen  The  tenant 
himself  was  a  lunatic,  and  confined  in  a  lunatic  asylum. 

Patteson,  J. — I  do  not  think  that  is  a  sufficient  ser- 
vice ;  it  might  have  been  effected  on  the  lunatic  himself. 
Here,  however,  the  application  is  made  in  respect  of  a 
service  on  the  daughter.     That  is  an  insufficient  service. 

Rule  refused. 


In  a  country 
ejectment,  if 
the  notice  is 
to  appear  in 
one  term,  judg- 
ment may  be 
obtained  against 
the  casual 
Rector  in  the 
next  term, 
without  a  rule 
nisi  in  the  first 
instance. 


Doe  d.  Croone  v.  Roe. 

JjAjIRTIN  moyed  for  judgment  against  the  casual  ejector. 
The  peculiarity  in  the  case  was,  that  the  notice  required 
the  tenant  to  appear  in  the  last  term.  It  was  a  country 
cause,  and  some  doubt  existed  as  to  whether  a  rule  nisi 
in  the  first  instance  should  not  be  obtained. 

Patteson,  J.  (after  consulting  Mr.  Hill,  the  Clerk  of 
the  Rules.) — That  is  sufficient  to  entitle  you  to  sign  judg- 
ment without  a  rule  nisi,  as  it  is  a  country  cause. 


Rule  granted. 
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Robinson  v.  Roland. 
JVoRDSWORTH  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  The  defence  of 

.  V       non-delivery  of 

obtained  by  Humfrey  for  setting  aside  a  nonsuit,  on  the  a  signed  bill,  in 
ground  of  misdirection  on  the  part  of  the  under-sheriff  of  attorneVibU?" 
Sussex,  before  whom  the  cause  had  been  tried.   It  was  an  ""■?  ^  pleaded 

specially,  and  it 

action  for  an  attorney's  bill,  and  the  defendant  pleaded  not  available 
nunquam  indebitatus.   At  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  was  about  indebiiatui. 
to  prove  his  demand,  when  it  was  objected,  that  the  plain-  «i„pf^^°'/»»  |„ 
tiff  had  not  proved  the  delivery  of  a  signed  bill  a  month  awrii  of  trial 

.  means  tliat  the 

previous  to  action  brought,  as  required  by  2  Geo.  2,  c.23 ;  action  was  com- 
Sndly,  that  it  was  consequently  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  ™"" 
to  prove  when  the  action  was  commenced,  for  that  fact 
did  not  sufficiently  appear  from  the  writ  of  trial.  In  answer, 
it  was  contended  that  the  objection  of  the  non-deUvery  of  a 
signed  bill  was  only  available  by  special  plea.  The  under- 
sheriff  was  of  a  different  opinion,  and  nonsuited  the  plain- 
tiff. Wordsworth  now  submitted  that  the  direction  of  the 
under-sheriff  was  right.  He  cited  Morgan  v.  Ruddock  (a), 
where  it  was  held,  that,  in  an  action  for  an  apothecary's 
bill,  the  objection  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  in  practice  as 
an  apothecary  prior  to  or  on  the  5th  of  August,  1815,  or  had 
not  obtained  a  certificate  from  the  Society  of  Apothecaries, 
need  not  be  pleaded,  but  may  be  rendered  available  under 
the  plea  of  non-assumpsit.  That  decision  proceeded  on 
the  peculiar  language  of  the  55  Geo.  3,  c.  194^  8.21,  which 
was,  ''  that  no  apothecary  shall  be  allowed  to  recover  any 
charges  claimed  by  him  in  any  court  of  law,  unless  such 
apothecary  shall  prove  on  the  trial  that  he  was  in  practice 
as  an  apothecary  prior  to  or  on  the  said  5th  day  of  August, 
1815,  or  that  he  has  obtained  a  certificate  to  practice  as 
an  apothecary  from  the  said  Master,  Wardens,  and  Society 
of  Apothecaries  as  aforesaid."    There,  Mr.  Justice  Pai' 

(a)  Ante,  Vol  4,  p.  311. 
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1838.         ieson  held,  that,  notwithstanding  the  words  of  the  plead- 
n         ««      ^"o  ^^'®  ^  (^)»  "nder  the  head  of  assumpsit,  the  plaintiff 
f.  was  bound  to  prove  his  practice  or  his  certificate,  as  a  con- 

dition precedent  to  his  recovering  the  debt,  whatever  plea 
the  defendant  might  have  put  upon  the  record  (i).  The 
question,  therefore,  was,  whether  the  language  of  the  2 
Geo.  2,  c.  23^  s.  23,  was  not  equally  binding  on  an  attor- 
ney who  sought  to  recover  the  amount  of  his  bill.  The 
words  of  that  section  were,  that  no  attorney  '^  shall  com- 
commence  or  maintain  any  action  or  suit,  for  the  recovery 
of  any  fees,  charges,  or  disbursements,  at  law  or  in  equity^ 
until  the  expiration  of  one  month  or  more  after  such  attor- 
ney or  solicitor  respectively  shall  have  delivered  unto  the 
party  or  parties  to  be  charged  therewith,  or  left  for  him, 
her,  or  them,  at  his,  her,  or  their  dwelling-house  or  last 
place  of  abode,  a  bill  of  such  fees,  charges,  and  disburse- 
ments." Here^  the  statute  prohibited  the  attorney  from 
commencing  his  action  until  the  delivery  of  the  bill ;  and 
surely  that  prohibition  must  be  considered  as  strong  as  the 
one  contained  in  the  55  Geo.  3,  c.  194,  s.^l.  Supposing  it 
to  be  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  delivery  of 
the  bill  a  month  before  action  brought,  it  was  of  course 
requisite  that  he  should  shew  at  what  time  the  action  was 
commenced.  Of  this,  it  was  submitted,  no  sufficient  proof 
was  given,  as  it  was  sought  to  shew  the  commencement  of 
the  action  by  reference  to  the  commencement  of  the  writ 
of  trial.  The  form  of  the  writ  was  (c),  that,  on  a  certain 
day,  the  plaintiff  *'  impleaded"  the  defendant.  That  was 
not  sufficient  to  prove  when  the  action  was  commenced, 
because  it  was  quite  consistent  with  the  recital  in  the  writ 
of  trial,  that  the  writ  of  summons  had  been  issued  on  a 
former  day.  Under  these  circumstances,  it  was  contended 
that  the  present  rule  ought  to  be  discharged. 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  233.  atory  of  Morgan  v.  Ruddock. 

(b)  See  Shearwood  v.  Hay,  5         (c)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  330. 
Ad.  &  El.  383,  which  is  confirm- 
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Humfrey^  in  support  of  the  rule,  cited  Lane  v.  Glenny{a\ 
in  which  it  was  held,  that  the  defence  to  an  action  of  as- 
sumpsit on  an  attorney's  bill,  of  no  proper  bill,  duly  signed, 
having  been  delivered,  must  be  pleaded  specially. 


1838. 


Robinson 
Roland. 


Patteson,  J. — The  present  case  is  perfectly  distin- 
guishable from  that  of  Morgan  v.  Ruddock,  My  decision 
in  that  case  proceeded  on  the  peculiar  language  of  the 
Apothecaries*  Act.  It  seemed  to  me  that  the  necessity  of 
proof  by  the  plaintiff  in  such  a  case  was  imposed  on  the 
plaintiff  by  way  of  penalty,  and  therefore  that  no  omission 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  plead  the  statute  would 
relieve  the  plaintiff  from  the  necessity  of  giving  that  proof. 
In  my  opinion,  if  the  defendant  had  suffered  judgment  by 
default,  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  equally  bound  to 
prove  it  on  the  execution  of  a  writ  of  inquiry.  The  lan- 
guage of  the  Attorneys'  Act  is  totally  different.  The  words 
are  "  commence"  or  "  maintain,"  leaving  it  quite  at  large 
how  advantage  shall  be  taken  of  the  objection.  I  am 
aware  that  my  opinion  on  the  Apothecaries'  Act  is  differ- 
ent from  that  entertained  by  other  Judges.  That  opinion^ 
however,  will  not  apply  to  the  Attorneys*  Act.  I  think 
the  defence  here  sought  to  be  set  up  ought  to  have  been 
pleaded,  and  was  not  available  under  the  plea  of  nunquam 
indebitatus.  Then,  as  to  the  objection  that  sufficient 
proof  of  the  commencement  of  the  action  was  not  fur- 
nished by  the  recital  in  the  writ  of  trials  I  think  that  the 
word  '^  impleaded  **  means  that  the  action  was  commenced 
on  the  day  on  which  the  defendant  was  stated  to  have 
been  impleaded.  The  present  rule  must,  therefore,  be 
made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


(a)  2  N.  &  P.  258. 
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Sandys  t?.  Hohler. 
In  order  to  Ob-    DeNMAN  WHATLEY  moved  for  a  rule  to   shew 

tain  a  rule  for  i        i  i    .•/*»•       i  •  i        i  ^ 

security  for         cause  why  the  plamtin  in  this  case  should  not  give  security 
^unrof^he     for  costs.     The  affidavit  on  which  he  moved  stated  that 

piaintifl  residing  the  plaintiff  was  a  beneficed  clergyman,  and  it  was  **  be- 
out  of  the  jurU-  ^  .  ej         > 
diction,  it  must   lievcd"  was  now  resident  abroad.    It  was  also  sworn,  that 

sworTihYt  he  is  applications  had  been  made  to  the  attorney  for  the  plain- 
so  resident,  and  tiff  on  the  record,  and  he  had  refused  to  state  where  his 

"belief"  to  that 

effect  is  insuffi-    client  resided,  but  asserted  that  he  was  in  this  country. 

The  ordinary  affidavit,  therefore,  could  not  be  made,  that 
the  defendant  was  actually  abroad. 

Patteson,  J. — It  would  be  useless  to  have  the  rule  on 
the  affidavit  which  is  now  made,  because,  if  the  attorney 
swears  that  the  plaintiff  is  resident  in  England,  that  will 
be  an  answer  to  the  application. 

Denman  Whailey  submitted,  that  such  an  affidavit 
would  not  be  an  answer  to  the  application,  as,  in  Olivav, 
Johnson  (a),  where  a  plaintiff  carried  on  business  abroad, 
and  had  no  permanent  residence  in  England,  but  was  in 
England  at  the  time  of  bringing  the  action,  and  it  was 
sworn  that  he  had  no  intention  of  leaving  the  country, 
the  Court  held  that  this  was  no  sufficient  answer  to  an 
application  for  security  for  costs,  inasmuch  as  it  was  not 
distinctly  sworn  that  he  resided  and  intended  to  continue 
to  reside  here. 

Patteson,  J. — That  must  be  considered  as  the  case  of 
a  foreigner,  and  I  do  not  think  the  present  case  comes 
within  the  rule  applicable  to  foreigners.  You  may,  how- 
ever, take  a  rule  calling  on  the  attorney  to  state  the  resi- 
dence of  his  client. 

Rule  accordingly. 

(a)  5  B.  &  Aid.  908. 
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1838. 

Layton  v.  Mason. 

rrARREN  moved  for  leave  to  stick  up  notice  of  decla-  Where  the 
ration  in  the  Master's  Office,  on  grounds  disclosed  in  the  notice  of  decU- 
affidavit  suporting  the  application.  ^^^^^^^^  ^  ^^^ 

Master's  Office, 

Patteson^  J.i  was  opinion  that  the  grounds  were  suffi-  the  same  rule, 

cient.  direct  the  ser- 

vice of  all  future 
notices  and 

Warren  expressed  some  doubt  as  to  whether  he  could  in  the  same 
have  his  rule  in  the  terms  stated  in  his  instructions.  They  ^^^' 
required,  that  "  all  future  notices  and  rules  should  be 
served  in  the  same  way."  The  case  of  Martin  v.  Col- 
vill  (a),  in  the  Exchequer,  decided  that  the  Court  would 
not  grant  a  prospective  rule  of  that  description,  but  would 
leave  the  plaintiff  to  come  on  future  occasions  to  the  Court 
if  it  should  be  found  necessary. 

Patteson,  J. — As  far  as  the  notice  of  declaration  is 
concerned,  the  affidavit  is  sufficient ;  but  I  think  you  can- 
not have  your  rule  as  to  the  future  notices  and  rules. 

Rule  accordingly. 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  694. 


Tory  v.  Stevens. 

JtEACOCK  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  obtained  by  a  variance  be* 
James^  for  setting  aside  the  declaration  in  this  case,  for  ir-  *^J*^  andTihV 
regularity.  The  alleged  irregularity  was,  that  although  the  Process  is  an 
defendant  had  been  arrested  on  a  writ  of  capias,  the  de-  respect  of  which 

an  application 
should  be  made 
in  vacation  promptly  to  a  Judge  at  chambers. 
If  such  an  application  be  made,  and  the  Judge  refuse  to  inter&re,  pleading  a  plea  under  protest 
daring  vacttiQa  it  npt  such  a  waiver  as  will  prevent  the  defendant  firoin  appealing  to  the  Court. 
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1838.  claration  stated  him  to  have  been  summoned.  The  declara' 
tion  was  delivered  on  the  10th  of  August,  and  by  the  ope- 
ration of  the  provisions  of  12  Reg.  Gen.  M.  T.  3  Will.  4  (a), 
the  time  for  pleading  did  not  expire  till  the  1st  of  Novem- 
ber. On  the  2nd  of  that  month,  before  the  opening  of 
the  judgment  office,  a  plea  was  delivered  under  a  protest. 
The  presumed  object  of  the  protest  was,  to  reserve  to  the 
defendant  the  right  to  apply,  on  the  ground  of  the  al- 
leged variance  between  the  declaration  and  writ.  This, 
however,  it  was  submitted,  could  not  have  the  effect  of 
curing  the  defendant's  own  laches.  It  was  clear  the  de- 
fendant had  been  guilty  of  laches  in  not  applying  by  sum- 
mons during  vacation,  as  soon  as  he  was  aware  of  the  ir- 
regularity existing.  He  had  no  right  to  wait  until  the 
following  term  before  he  took  advantage  of  the  supposed 
irregularity.  He  cited  Cox  v.  Tullock  {Jb\  the  marginal 
note  of  which  was,  *'  where  there  is  an  irregularity  in  any 
proceeding  had  in  vacation,  and  there  is  time  in  the  course 
of  that  vacation  to  apply  to  a  judge  at  chambers,  it  is  im- 
perative on  the  party  complaining  to  do  so;  and  he  cannot 
wait  to  move  to  set  aside  the  proceeding  till  the  first  four 
days  of  next  term,  though  there  has  been  no  intermediate 
step  taken."  Suppose  the  plea  in  this  case  had  been  de- 
livered immediately  after  Trinity  Term,  as  in  the  present 
instance,  under  a  protest.  The  defendant  then  could  not 
apply  to  the  Court  until  the  following  Michaelmas  Term, 
for  the  purpose  of  giving  effect  to  his  protest.  In  the  mean 
time  the  plaintiff  might  have  proceeded,  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  uniformity  of  process  act,  to  trial,  and  pos- 
sibly, pursuant  to  the  1  WilL  4,  c.  7,  s.  2,  have  obtained 
speedy  execution.  Would  it  be  said,  that  under  such 
circumstances,  the  defendant  could  be  allowed  to  come  in 
Michaelmas  Term,  and  set  aside  the  whole  of  the  plain- 
tiff's proceedings  on  the  ground  of  the  supposed  irregu- 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  473.  (6)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  4/. 
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larity,  which  depended  on  the  alleged  variance?  In  the  1838. 
case  of  Anderdon  v.  Alexander  (a),  the  marginal  note  was, 
*•  Where  a  defendant  moved  to  set  aside  proceedings  to 
outlawry  for  irregularity,  the  last  of  the  proclamations 
being  in  August,  and  the  motion  being  made  at  the  com- 
mencement of  Michaelmas  Term :  held  too  late,  it  not  ap- 
pearing that  the  defendant  was  not  apprised  of  the  first 
commencement  of  the  proceedings,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
there  being  reason  to  believe  that  he  was ;  the  onus  lying 
on  the  defendant  to  shew  that  he  was  ignorant  of  the  pro- 
ceedings." Delivering  the  plea  with  a  protest,  therefore, 
would  be  of  no  avail. 

LiTTLEDALE,  J. — He  might  have  delivered  a  plea  under 
a  protest,  in  order  to  avoid  judgment  being  signed. 

Peacock. — The  principle  must  be  the  same,  whether  he 
delivered  his  plea  immediately  after  Trinity  Term,  or  sub- 
sequent to  the  24th  of  October.  The  case  of  Hinion  v. 
Stevens  (b),  vr as  directly  in  point.  There  it  was  held, 
that  an  objection  to  a  notice  of  declaration,  on  the  ground 
of  variance  from  the  writ,  must  be  taken  within  four  days 
from  the  time  of  serving  the  notice,  whether  in  term  or 
vacation ;  and  some  of  the  days  falling  within  term,  and 
some  in  vacation,  is  immaterial.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, it  was  submitted,  that  the  present  rule  ought  to  be 
discharged. 

JameSy  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended,  that  as  the 
plea  had  been  delivered  with  a  protest,  it  could  not  be 
considered  as  a  waiver  of  the  irregularity.  The  protest 
must  be  considered  as  reserving  the  right  of  the  party  to 
avail  himself  of  the  irregularity,  and  was,  therefore,  quite 
different  from  an  act  which  the  courts  had  been  in  the 

(o)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  267-  (6)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  283. 
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1838.  habit  of  considering  as  a  waiver.  Where  an  act  done  by 
a  party  could  be  considered  as  spontaneous,  then,  if  it  was 
done  after  a  knowledge  of  the  irregularity,  the  courts 
held  that  to  amount  to  a  waiver  of  the  irregularity.  Where, 
however,  the  act  was  not  spontaneous,  but  the  party  was 
forced  to  do  it,  the  courts  were  not  in  the  habit  of  hold- 
ing such  an  act  to  amount  to  a  waiver.  Here,  it  was  evi« 
dent  that  the  plea  of  the  defendant  was  not  spontaneous, 
because  he  was  compelled  to  plead,  in  order  to  prevent 
judgment  from  being  signed.  It  was,  however,  shewn  by 
the  affidavits,  that  an  application  had  been  made  to  Baron 
Gurney  to  set  aside  the  bail-bond,  on  the  ground  of  this 
irregularity.  That  application  had  been  refused.  This 
was  immediately  after  the  delivery  of  the  declaration.  His 
Lordship  refused  to  interfere,  and  therefore  the  present 
rule  had  been  obtained,  by  way  of  appeal  from  a  single 
judge,  to  the  full  Court.  For  these  reasons,  it  was  sub- 
mitted, that  the  defendant  had  not  been  guilty  of  laches, 
and  consequently,  that  the  present  rule  ought  to  be  made 
absolute. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

LiTTLCDALE,  J. — This  was  an  application  to  set  aside  a 
declaration  for  irregularity;  the  irregularity  being,  that  it 
was  alleged  the  defendant  had  been  summoned  instead  of 
arrested.  That  was  the  ground  of  the  application,  and  I 
have  no  doubt  that  the  declaration  is  irregular.  I  find 
that  soon  after  the  declaration  was  delivered,  applica- 
tion was  made  to  Baron  Gurney.  The  application  then 
was,  that  the  bail-bond  should  be  delivered  up  to  be  can- 
celled, but  no  application  was  made  to  set  aside  the  decla- 
ration for  the  irregularity.  Baron  Gurney  dismissed  the 
application,  and  if  that  had  been  followed  up  by  a  sum- 
mons to  set  aside  the  declaration,  and  that  had  been  re- 
fused, the  defendant  would  have  been  in  time  in  his  ap- 
peal to  the  Court.     For  although  it  is  necessary  that  a 
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party  should  apply  promptly,  and  before  a  step  is  taken  1838. 
in  the  cause,  and  here  on  the  23rd  of  October  a  summons 
for  particulars  of  demand  was  obtained,  and  the  time  for 
pleading  expired,  and  a  plea  was  delivered  under  a  pro- 
test^  yet  all  that,  I  think,  would  not  preclude  the  defend- 
ant from  appealing  to  the  Court.  If  he  makes  his  appeal 
to  the  Court  to  sec  what  they  will  say,  still  I  think  he  is 
bound  to  plead,  and  as  he  cannot  know  what  to  plead 
without  having  a  particular  of  demand,  therefore  he  would 
not  be  precluded  by  obtaining  that,  or  by  pleading  the 
plea  under  a  protest.  But  though  all  that  would  be  the 
case,  if  an  application  had  been  made  to  a  Judge  at  cham- 
bers by  the  defendant,  to  set  aside  the  declaration  for  ir- 
regularity, yet  here,  the  application  was  by  the  bail  for 
the  bail-bond  to  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled.  I  think 
that  was  an  application  which  a  judge  could  not  entertain ; 
but  that  has  nothing  to  do  with  this  application  :  the  de- 
fendant should  have  followed  up  that  application  by  taking 
out  a  summons  to  set  aside  the  declaration  for  the  irregu- 
larity, and  then,  if  it  had  been  refused,  should  have  made 
his  appeal  to  the  Court,  and  not  having  done  so,  I  think 
this  application  is  too  late,  and  the  rule  must  therefore  be 

discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


Ralph  v.  Jacobs. 

JL  NOMAS  moved  for  leave  to  bring  up  a  prisoner  under  in  order  to 
the  compulsory  clauses  of  the  Lords*  Act,  32  Geo.  2,  c.  28,  ^^.S! n^undtV 
8. 16.     A  difficulty  arose  in  the  case  with  respect  to  the  the  cimpuiwry 

.       ,  ,  .  ,  .  cliuses  of  the 

notice  which  was  required  to  be  given  to  the  prisoner.   Lords'  Aa,  the 
The  words  of  the  section  were,  "  that  such  creditor  is  nodc^muit* 
hereby   authorized  to  require  such  prisoner  (on  giving  ^J^^f^g^* 
twenty  days*  notice  in  writing  to  him,  that  such  creditor  day  oftbe  term 
designs  to  compel  such  prisoner  to  give  into  the  Court,  sought  to  bring 

him  up. 


S80 
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1838. 


Ralph 

V, 

Jacobs. 


within  the  first  seven  days  of  the  term,  which  shall  next 
ensue,  the  expiration  of  the  said  twenty  days.*'  Here 
the  notice  had  been  given  only  nineteen  days  before  the 
term ;  the  question  was,  whether  the  twenty  days  mentioned 
in  this  act  were  to  be  reckoned  entirely  exclusive  of  the 
term,  or  were  to  be  reckoned  up  to  the  time  of  the  defend- 
ant's appearance  in  Court  within  the  first  seven  days  of 
the  term. 


Patteson,  J. — The  case  of  Buxton  v.  Squires  (a),  is  a 
direct  authority  against  this  application.  There  it  was 
held  that  if  the  twenty  days'  notice  to  a  prisoner  under  the 
Lords*  Act  expire  on  the  first  day  of  a  term,  he  cannot 
be  compelled  to  appear  until  the  next  term.  Here,  the 
twenty  days  had  not  expired  before  the  first  day  of  term, 
and  therefore  this  application  is  too  early. 


Rule  refused. 


(a)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  365. 


Where  a  plain- 
tiff has  arrested 
a  defendant, 
declared,  signed 
Judgment,  and 
charged  him  in 
execution,  it  ii 
too  late  to  make 
an  objection  to 
any  alleged 
irregularity  in 
the  mode  of 
arrest. 


Cross  v.  Marsh. 

ARCHBOLD  moved  to  discharge  the  defendant  out  of 
custody  as  to  this  action.  The  defendant  had  been  ar- 
rested in  the  month  of  October,  183 J,  and  taken  to  the 
office  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney.  She  then  gave  certain 
title  deeds  into  the  hands  of  the  attorney  as  a  security  for 
the  debt.  She  was  then  set  at  liberty,  but  in  the  month 
of  December  following,  she  was  retaken  on  the  same  writ 
of  capias.  She  was  then  informed  by  the  sheriff's  officer 
that  the  deeds  were  of  no  use,  and  that  she  must  return 
into  custody.  In  obedience  to  this  suggestion  she  went  to 
prison,  and  about  two  years  ago  was  removed  into  the 
King's  Bench  prison.     The  plaintiff  subsequently  declared 


HILARY  TERM,  1  VICT. 

against  her,  obtained  judgment  by  default,  and  charged 
her  in  execution.  The  object  of  the  present  apphcation 
was  that  she  might  be  discharged,  as  the  second  arrest 
was  a  mere  nullity. 


<81 


19dd. 


Cross 

p, 
Maesh. 


Patteson,  J. — It  appears  that  she  returned  volun- 
tarily into  custody.  I  think,  however,  that  the  appli- 
cation is  too  late.  A  declaration  has  been  delivered,  judg- 
ment has  been  signed,  and  she  has  been  charged  in  execu- 
tion, and  therefore  I  cannot  now  enter  into  the  question  as 
to  the  regularity  or  the  irregularity  of  the  mesne  process 
on  which  the  arrest  has  been  effected.  As  far  as  the 
arrest  is  concerned,  I  think  there  is  no  ground  for  the 
application.  With  respect  to  the  deeds,  however,  ac- 
cording to  your  statement,  there  appears  to  have  been 
something  like  bad  faith.  You  may  therefore  take  a  rule 
calling  on  the  attorney  to  shew  cause  why  he  should  not 
deliver  them  up. 

Rule  accordingly. 


Regina  v.  Chaney. 

XfC/iS'^y  applied  to  discharge  the  defendant  out  of  cus- 
tody, on  account  of  several  defects  in  the  commitment,  on 
which  the  defendant  was  kept  a  prisoner  in  the  gaol  at  A  commitment 
Springfield,  in  Essex.     The  defendant  had  been  brought  ^"Jias*  i.  7o/ 
before  the  Court  on  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  and  it  ap-  f *^* /*"°i  ^jn* 
peared  that  the  only  cau>e  of  his  detention  was  a  com-  does  not  allege 
mitment  in  pursuance  of  an  alleged  conviction  under  the  licensed  pilot  to 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  125,  s.  70  (the  Pilot  Act).     The  commitment  ^^Z^^LZZ 
was  in  the  following  terms  : —  of »»  hii  pre- 

Mnce:  staung 
the  offer  in  the 
words  of  the  act  is  insufficient. 
The  writ  of  habeas  corpus  is  not  taken  away  by  that  act,  and  therefore  the  defendant  b  enti- 
tled to  avail  himself  of  defects  on  the  face  of  the  commitment 

The  writ  of  certiorari  is  talcen  away  by  that  act,  and  therefore,  unless  the  Crown  remove  the 
conviction,  the  Court  will  consider  the  commitment,  although  defective,  as  a  true  recital  of  the 
conviction. 


VOL.  VI. 


U 


D.P.O. 
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1838.  ^  To  the  Constables  of  the   Borough  of 

"  Borough  of  I      Maiden,  and  to   the  Keeper   of  the 

Maldon,  to  wit.  f    House  of  Correction  at  Springfield,  in 

J  the  County  of  Essex. 
"  Whereas  John  Chaney,  of  Heybridge,  in  the  county 
of  Essex,  porter,  is  convicted  before  (me)  John  Payne, 
Esq.,  one  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and 
for  the  said  borough  of  Maldon,  upon  the  oath  of  Abra- 
ham Handley,  of  Maldon  aforesaid,  pilot,  for  that  he  the 
said  John  Chaney,  did,  on  the  second  day  of  September, 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
thirty-seven,  at  a  certain  place  called  Standsgate,  in  the 
river  Blackwater,  and  within  the  liberties  and  jurisdiction 
of  the  said  borough  of  Maldon,  unlawfully  continue  in  the 
charge  and  conduct  of  a  certain  ship  or  vessel  called  the 
Shipwright,  of  Maldon,  without  being  a  duly  licensed 
pilot,  after  Abraham  Handley,  a  pilot  duly  licensed  and 
qualified  to  act  in  the  premises,  had  offered  to  take  charge 
of  such  ship  or  vessel,  contrary  to  an  act  passed  in  the 
sixth  year  of  the  reign  of  King  George  the  Fourth,  in- 
tituled, *'  An  act  for  the  amendment  of  the  law  relating  to 
pilots  and  pilotage ;  and  also  for  the  better  preservation 
of  floating  lights,  buoys,  and  beacons;"  and  therefore  ad- 
judged the  said  John  Chaney,  for  his  said  offence,  to  have 
forfeited  the  sum  of  twenty  pounds :  And  whereas  the 
said  John  Chaney  being  so  convicted  as  aforesaid,  and 
being  required  to  pay  the  said  sum,  hath  not  paid  the 
same,  or  any  part  thereof  but  therein  hath  made  default; 
and  it  appearing  to  me  that  the  said  John  Payne,  as  well 
by  the  confession  of  the  said  John  Chaney,  as  otherwise, 
that  the  said  John  Chaney  has  not  sufScient  goods  or 
chattels  whereupon  the  same  may  be  levied,  these  are 
therefore  to  command  you,  the  said  serjeant-at-mace  of  the 
said  borough  of  Maldon,  to  take  the  said  John  Chaney, 
and  him  safely  to  convey  to  the  house  of  correction  at 
Springfield,  in  the  county  of  Essex,  and  there  to  deliver 
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him  to  the  said  keeper  thereof,  together  with  this  pre-  1838. 
cept;  and  I  do  hereby  command  you  the  said  keeper  of 
the  said  house  of  correction,  there  to  imprison  him  for  the 
space  of  six  calendar  months,  unless  the  said  sum  shall  be 
sooner  paid  ;  and  for  so  doing,  this  shall  be  your  sufficient 
warrant." 

The  words  of  the  section  (70)  on  which  the  conviction 
authorizing  the  commitment  proceeded  were  these:—* 
"  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  licensed  pilot  within 
the  limits  of  his  license^  and  the  extent  of  his  qualification 
therein  expressed,  to  supersede  in  the  charge  of  any  ship 
or  vessel,  any  person  not  licensed  to  act  as  pilot,  or  not 
licensed  so  to  act  within  such  limits,  or  acting  beyond  the 
extent  of  his  qualification;  and  every  person  assuming,  or 
continuing  in  the  charge  or  conduct  of  any  ship  or  vessel, 
without  being  a  duly  licensed  pilot,  or  without  being  duly 
licensed  to  act  as  a  pilot  within  the  limits  in  which  such 
ship  or  vessel  shall  actually  be,  or  beyond  the  extent  of 
his  qualification,  as  expressed  in  his  license,  after  any 
pilot,  duly  licensed  and  qualified  to  act  in  the  premises, 
shall  have  oflTered  to  take  charge  of  such  ship  or  vessel, 
shall  forfeit  for  every  such  offence  a  sum  not  exceeding 
fifty  pounds,  nor  less  than  twenty  pounds/'  Then>  for  the 
recovery  of  the  penalties  mentioned  in  the  act,  it  was  pro- 
vided by  section  7G,  '*  That  all  fines,  penalties,  or  for- 
feitures, hereinbefore,  or  hereinafter  imposed  by  this  act, 
or  by  any  of  the  b>e-laws,  rules,  orders,  regulations,  or 
ordinances  hereby  directed  to  remain  in  force,  or  here- 
after to  be  made  under  the  authority  of  this  act,  which 
shall  exceed  the  sum  of  twenty  pounds  (the  manner  of 
levying  whereof  shall  not,  by  this  act,  be  otherwise  ex- 
pressly provided  for),  and  likewise  all  fines,  penalties,  or 
forfeitures,  imposed  as  aforesaid  (the  manner  of  levying 
which  shall  not  by  this  act  be  otherwise  expressly 
provided   for),  in   cases   where    the   lowest  penalty  re- 
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1839.         coverable  not  being  greater  than  twenty  pounds,  and  the 

Reoina        largest  penalty  recoverable    being   greater  than   twenty 

9.  pounds,  the  party  prosecuting  shall  proceed  in  respect 

Cbaney*  -  t*    I* 

thereof,  for  a  sum  greater  than  twenty  pounds,  with  the 
written  consent  of  the  Corporation  of  Trinity  House 
of  Deptford,  Stroud,  or  of  the  said  Lord  Warden  or 
his  lieutenant  for  the  time  being  respectively  (as  the 
case  may  be),  shall  and  may  be  recovered  with  full 
costs  of  suit,  by  action  of  debt,  bill,  plaint,  or  infor- 
mation, in  any  of  his  Majesty's  Courts  of  Record  at 
Westminster,  to  be  commenced  within  twelve  calendar 
months  next  after  such  offence  or  offences  shall  be  com- 
mitted, or  within  such  other  time  as  is  hereinafter  in  that 
behalf  directed."  Then,  by  section  77,  it  was  enacted, 
**  That  all  fines,  penalties,  or  forfeitures,  hereinbefore,  or 
hereinafter  imposed  by  this  act,  or  by  any  of  the  bye- 
laws,  rules,  orders,  regulations,  or  ordinances,  hereby  di- 
rected to  remain  in  force^  or  hereafter  to  be  made  under 
the  authority  of  this  act,  and  which  shall  not  exceed 
twenty  pounds  (the  manner  of  levying  whereof  shall  not 
by  this  act  be  otherwise  expressly  provided  for),  and  like- 
wise all  fines,  penalties,  or  forfeitures,  imposed  as  afore- 
said (the  manner  of  levying  which  shall  not  by  this  act  be 
otherwise  expressly  provided  for),  in  cases  where  the 
lowest  penalty  recoverable  not  being  greater  than  twenty 
pounds,  and  the  largest  penalty  recoverable  being  greater 
than  twenty  pounds,  the  party  prosecuting  shall  proceed 
in  respect  thereof,  for  any  sum  not  exceeding  twenty 
pounds,  with  such  written  consent  as  aforesaid,  shall  and 
may  be  levied  and  recovered  within  six  calendar  months 
after  the  offence  or  offences  committed,  or  within  such 
other  times  as  is  hereinafter  in  that  behalf  directed,  before 
any  justice  or  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  county,  city, 
division,  or  place,  where  the  offence  or  offences  shall  be 
committed ;  or  if  committed  by  any  pilot,  then  before  any 
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justice  or  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  county,  city,  divi- 
sion, or  place  aforesaid,  or  before  any  justice  or  justices 
of  the  peace,  or  any  magistrate  or  magistrates  of  the  city, 
town,  or  port,  to  which  such  pilot  shall  belong ;  or  if  com- 
mitted by  any  owner  or  master  of  any  ship  or  vessel,  be- 
fore any  justice  or  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  county, 
city,  division,  or  place,  where  the  offence  or  offences  shall 
have  been  committed,  or  before  any  justice  or  justices  of 
the  peace,  or  any  magistrate  or  magistrates  of  the  county, 
city,  town,  or  port,  at  which  such  owner  or  master  shall 
reside,  or  to  which  the  ship  of  such  owner  or  master  shall 
belong/'  Then  a  particular  form  of  conviction  in  the 
latter  case  was  given  in  section  81,  and  that  section  fur- 
ther provided  that  "  no  certiorari,  or  other  writ  or  process 
for  the  removal  of  any  such  conviction,  or  any  proceedings 
thereon,  into  any  of  His  Majesty's  Courts  of  Record  at 
Westminster,  shall  be  allowed  or  granted."  By  section  82, 
a  right  of  appeal  to  the  Quarter  Sessions  was  given.  The 
time  of  appealing,  limited  by  that  section,  had  gone  by. 
Two  objections  were  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  war- 
rant. First,  it  did  not  appear,  that  the  offer  on  the  part 
of  Abraham  Handley,  to  take  charge  of  the  vessel,  had 
been  made  to  or  in  the  presence  of  the  defendant  Chaney. 
It  was  true,  that  the  act  of  parliament  did  not  direct  that 
the  offer  should  be  made  to  the  defendant,  or  in  his  pre- 
sence ;«>  but  it  was  clear  that  no  offence  could  be  committed, 
if  the  offer  had  not  been  so  made.  PeaJce  v.  Carrington  (a), 
was  a  qui  tarn  action  on  the  then  existing  pilot  act,  the 
52  Geo.  3,  c.  39,  s.  M,  The  language  of  that  section  of 
that  act  was  the  same  as  the  language  of  the  present  act. 
The  declaration,  in  that  case,  did  not  allege  any  offer  to 
have  been  made  to  the  master,  or  in  his  presence.  On 
motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
was  of  opinion  that  such  allegations  were  necessary,  and 
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(a)  2  B.  &  B.  399. 
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1838*        that  it  was  insufficient  merely  to  follow  the  words  of  the 
act  of  parliament. 

Patteson^  J. — I  presume  it  is  admitted  that  it  must 
have  been  so  charged  in  the  original  proceeding  against 
the  defendant,  as  well  as  in  the  conviction.  Am  I  not  to 
presume  that  there  is  a  good  conviction  in  this  case  ?  If 
this  were  a  motion  founded  on  the  conviction,  the  case 
cited  would  be  analogous.  Does  the  fact  of  the  certiorari 
being  taken  away  make  it  more  necessary  to  conclude  that 
the  commitment  coincides  with  the  conviction  ? 

Busby. — As  the  power  to  remove  the  conviction  is  taken 
away,  the  intendment  will  not  be  against  the  prisoner.  It 
will  be  intended  that  the  warrant  follows  the  conviction, 
as  it  is  intended  in  civil  cases  that  the  writ  of  execution 
follows  the  judgment.  In  favour  of  the  liberty  of  the  sub- 
ject, the  Court  will  not  intend  that  there  was  a  good  con- 
viction where  the  commitment  is  bad.  The  present  pro- 
ceeding is  by  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  and  the  cause  assigned 
for  the  prisoner's  detention  is  ti\e  present  commitment. 
The  Court,  therefore,  cannot  look  beyond  the  commit- 
ment. That  being  bad,  and  that  being  the  only  ground 
for  detaining  the  prisoner,  he  is  entitled  to  his  discharge: 
Wickes  V.  Clutterbuck  (a).  The  second  objection  is,  that 
although  by  sect.  77,  referring  to  sect.  76  of  the  act,  con- 
sent in  writing  of  the  Corporation  of  Trinity  House,  Dept- 
ford,  Stroud,  or  of  the  said  Lord  Warden  or  of  his  lieup- 
tenant,  is  required  in  order  to  give  justices  jurisdiction, 
DO  such  consent  is  set  forth  or  stated  in  the  commit- 
ment. On  the  face,  therefore,  of  this  instrument,  it  ap- 
pears that  the  defendant  had  been  committed  to  custody 
by  persons  who  had  no  authority  to  do  so.  He  also  cited 
the  case  of  Elmy  and  Sawyer  (b). 

(a)  2  Bing.  483.  (6)  1  Ad.  &  El.  843. 
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Plati  and  Montagu  Smiih,  in  support  of  the  commit-        1838. 
ment  contended^  that  as  the  language  of  the  act  of  Par- 
liament had   been   followed   in   the  commitment,  it  was 
suflSciently  certain  to  justify  the  defendant's  detention. 
It   set  forth  the  corpus  delicti,  and  the  case  of  Rex  t. 
Maris  (a)  was   an   authority  to   shew   that   to   be  suf- 
ficient.    The  Court  wouldj  in  this  case,  intend  that  there 
was  a  good  conviction,  and  it  would  be  presumed  that  the 
justices  had  heard  all  the  evidence  necessary  to  authorize 
them  in  convicting  the  defendant.     In  sect.  81  of  the  act, 
a  form  of  conviction  was  given,  and  nothing  was  there  in- 
troduced either  about  the  person  to  whom  the  offer  was 
made,  or  the  consent  of  the  Trinity  House.     It  must, 
therefore,  be  presumed  that  all  preliminary  steps  had  been 
taken  necessary  to  give  jurisdiction  to  the  justices,  and  all 
suiiicient  evidence  produced  in  order  to  justify  the  con- 
viction.    The  party,  in  case  of  the  justices  having  pro« 
ceeded  improperly,  was  not  without  remedy,  because,  by 
sect.  8)2,  he  had  a  right  of  appeal  to  the  Quarter  Sessions. 
The  same  certainty  which  might  be  required  in  a  declara- 
tion, was  not  necessary  in  this  case.    In  Rex  v.  John  Tay* 
lor  (A),  it  was  decided,  that  if  a  warrant  of  commitment  in 
execution,  manifestly  defective  on  the  face  of  it,  shews 
that  there  has  been  a  conviction,  the  Court  will  not  notice 
the  defect  until  the  conviction  is  returned  into  court.     In 
that  case,  Mr.  Justice  Bayley  observed,  in  reference  to 
the  case  of  Rex  v.  Hawkins  (c),  that  ''  if  there  is  a  con- 
viction independently  of  the  commitment,  the  Court  will 
not  discharge  on  any  defect  in  the  warrant  of  commitment, 
unless  the  conviction  is  before  them."   There,  Ci*  Abbott 
observed, ''  That  is  very  reasonable;  for,  otherwise,  there 
must  be  as  much  certainty  and  length  in  the  commitment 
as  in  the  conviction,  which  would  be  productive  of  great 
inconvenience.     We  must  suppose,  until  the  contrary  is 

(a)  3  East,  157.  (6)  7  D.  &  R.  622. 

(c)  Fortescue,  272. 
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1838.  shewn,  that  there  is  a  legal  conviction  to  support  the  com- 
mitment/' Then,  with  respect  to  the  offer  having  been 
brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant,  the  case  of 
Rex  V.  Marsh  (a)  was  in  point.  That  was  an  information 
under  the  5th  Anne,  c.  14,  s.  2,  against  a  carrier  between 
Norwich  and  London  for  having  game  in  his  possession 
as  a  carrier;  and  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  there  held, 
that  the  information  was  good,  without  alleging  that  he 
had  the  game  in  his  possession  "  knowingly."  The  words 
of  the  act  of  Parliament  in  that  case  were,  '*  if  the  carrier 
have  any  pheasant  in  his  possession,  he  shall  be  convicted." 
For  these  reasons,  it  was  submitted,  that  the  commitment 
was  sufficient. 

Busby,  in  reply,  contended  that  sections  81  &  82  did  not 
deprive  the  defendant  of  his  common  law  right  to  sue  out 
his  writ  of  habeas  corpus.  That  writ  raised  the  question 
as  to  the  authority  under  which  he  was  restrained  of  his 
liberty.  The  only  authority  produced  was  a  commit- 
ment, which,  on  the  face  of  it,  was  bad.  Consequently, 
no  legal  authority  existed  for  detaining  the  defendant. 
The  writ  of  certiorari  had  been  taken  away,  and  there* 
fore  the  defendant  could  not  bring  the  conviction  be- 
fore the  Court.  The  commitment  could  only  proceed  on 
the  ground  of  an  existing  conviction,  and  must  be  pre- 
sumed to  follow  that  conviction.  If  it  did  follow  the  con- 
viction, it  followed  a  bad  conviction,  and  therefore  the 
defendant  ought  not  to  be  detained.  The  defendant, 
therefore,  was  entitled  to  his  discharge. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Patteson,  J. — I  have  considered  this  case  attentively, 
and  have  looked  at  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Taylor^  and,  with- 
out at  all  meaning  to  say  that   what   is   there   decided 

(tf)  2  B.  &  C.  717. 


HILARY  TBRMi  1  VICT, 


389 


is  not  good  law,  yet  it  is  not  an  authority  binding  upon 
me,  because  the  Court  merely  said  there  that  they  would 
not  look  at  defects  in  a  commitment  until  they  had  be- 
fore them  the  conviction  itself;  and  when  it  was  brought 
before  them,  it  appeared  to  be  as  defective  as  tiie  commit- 
ment, and  therefore  the  defendants  were  discharged.  It 
is  not,  therefore,  an  authority  to  shew  that  a  party  cannot 
be  discharged  on  the  ground  of  an  error  in  the  commit- 
ment. The  case  of  Wickes  v.  Clultcrbuck^  was  a  com- 
mitment for  fishing  in  a  pond,  the  commitment  not  stating 
it  to  be  an  ^'enclosed'*  pond.  If  the  pond  were  not  en- 
closed, fishing  in  it  would  only  amount  to  a  trespass,  and 
would  not  be  within  the  prohibition  of  the  5  Geo.  3,  c.  14. 
The  Court  there  do  not  seem  to  regard  whether  the  con- 
viction was  right  or  wrong.  They  said  this  commitment 
either  pursues  the  conviction  or  it  does  not.  If  it  follows 
the  conviction  the  conviction  is  defective  ;  if  it  does  not, 
then  there  is  no  conviction  to  warrant  it,  and  accordingly 
decided  that  an  action  would  lie  against  the  magistrate 
who  issued  it.  The  case  of  In  the  Matter  of  Elmy 
and  Sawt/er,  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  in  point,  as 
that  case  turned  on  the  question  whether  the  second 
warrant  was  a  regular  warrant  issued  by  the  Justice* 
There,  the  Court  thought  that,  as  the  first  warrant  had 
been  withdrawn,  and  the  second  did  not  clearly  shew 
that  the  Justices  intended  to  commit  regularly  for  th^ 
same  offence  as  that  for  which  they  had  before  committed 
irregularly,  there  was  no  lawful  authority  for  detaining 
the  defendant.  That  case  depended  on  its  particular 
circumstances,  and  therefore  is  not  in  point. 

Here,  the  certiorari  is  taken  away,  and  therefore  it  is 
not  in  the  power  of  the  defendant  to  bring  before  the 
Court  the  conviction  itself;  but  it  was  in  the  power  of  the 
prosecutor  so  to  do.  It  is  true  that,  on  the  part  of  the 
crown,  it  was  offered  in  the  course  of  the  argument  to 
produce  the  conviction;  but  I  cannot  look  at  it,  because  it 
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ought  to  be  brought  here  regularly  by  writ.  The  certio- 
rari is  not  taken  away  from  the  crown^  and  therefore  it 
might  ha?e  been  brought  before  me,  and  I  might  have 
looked  at  it,  I  feel  that  as  the  writ  of  certiorari  is  taken 
away,  and  an  appeal  is  given  to  the  Sessions,  and  there  is 
no  appeal  made,  there  is  a  diiBculty  in  saying  that  the 
conviction  can  be  a  bad  one.  But  the  greater  difficulty  is 
to  see  how  I  can  possibly  say,  looking  only  at  this  com* 
mitment,  and  I  can  only  look  at  it,  that  the  conviction  is 
good.  The  warrant  must  be  taken  as  setting  out  all  mat- 
ters as  they  are  recited  in  the  conviction.  The  conviction, 
as  here  recited,  is  bad.  The  warrant  of  commitment 
founded  upon  it  must  be  considered  as  bad  also.  I  do  not 
enter  into  the  question  with  respect  to  the  want  of  con- 
sent by  the  Trinity  House  to  the  proceedings  of  the 
magistrates ;  though  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  it  is  a 
valid  objection,  though  not  so  clear  a  one  as  the  other. 
That  other  objection  is,  that  the  commitment  does  not 
shew  the  offer  to  have  been  made  to  the  defendant,  or  in 
his  presence.  In  the  case  of  Peake  v.  Carrington  this 
was  held  to  be  a  fatal  objection,  even  after  verdict,  in  an 
action  for  penalties,  under  the  former  pilot  act,  the  lan- 
guage of  which  was  the  same  as  that  of  the  present  act. 
The  Court  did  not  hold  that  as  a  mere  matter  of  form, 
but  as  a  matter  of  substance,  and  treated  the  averment 
in  the  declaration  as  a  statement  of  a  defective  cause  of 
action,  and  not  as  a  defective  statement  of  the  cause  of 
action.  I  must,  then,  treat  the  omission  here  of  the  alle- 
gation mentioned  as  a  substantial  defect  in  the  conviction, 
for  the  commitment  must  be  considered  as  a  recital  of  the 
conviction.  The  defendant  therefore,  is  entitled  to  his 
discharge* 

Rule  absolute. 
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RowBOTTOM  V.  Ralphs. 

PeTERSDORFF  applied  for  leave  to  revive  a  rale  Where  »<!•. 
which  had  been  obtained  last  Michaelmas  Ternii  and  had  tuch  a  disumot 
been  drawn  up  to  shew  cause  on  the  last  day  but  one  of  hT«niiat*b?** 
that  term.     The  defendant  lived  at  a  considerable  distance  ^^^  ^^^^ 
from  town,  and  it  was,  consequently,  impossible  to  serve  thewing  caoM, 
him  until  after  the  day  on  which  cause  ought  to  be  shewn,  expires  on  tb« 
The  object  of  the  present  application  was  to  revive  that  ^  ^^ 
rule.  "^y  ^  leviTcd 


Patteson,  J. — The  only  question  is,  whether  you 
should  revive  the  rule  already  obtained,  or  obtain  a  new 
one. 

Petersdorff. — The  effect  of  obtaining  a  new  rule  would 
be,  that  we  should  lose  the  benefit  of  the  service  and  de- 
mand which  have  already  been  effected  and  made.  The 
object  of  the  party  is  to  obtain  an  attachment  for  non-pay- 
ment of  money. 

Patteson,  J. — You  may  revive  the  rule. 

Rule  revived. 


in  Uie  next 
tern. 


DoK  J.  Clothier  v.  Roe. 
JmOODY mared  for  judgment  against  the  casual  ejec-  Strriceonane 

.  .  «  .   .  of  leTertl  joint 

tor.  The  premises  were  in  possession  of  two  joint  tenants,  tenanu  it  suffi- 
Service  had  been  effected  on  one  of  them,  as  the  other  «*«t«gaiMtmU. 
could  not  be  found. 

Pattbson,  J. — ^That  is  safficient    Service  on  one  of 
several  joint  tenants  is  sufficient. 

Rule  granted. 
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Robinson  v.  Whitehead. 
A  defendant        f^.  LEE  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  obtained  by 

will  be  entitled  i        i   .     ./*»         i  111 

to  hu  costs  un-  Ltunuefff  calling  on  the  plaintiii  to  shew  cause  why  the  de* 
3*c.*46*^  3*^*  fendant  should  not  be  allowed  his  costs  under  the  43  Geo. 
if  he  has  been     3  (..  46,  s,  3,  on  the  ground  of  the  defendant  having  been 

arrested  for  a  >  *  >  &  e 

larger  sum  than  arrested  and  held  to  bail  for  the  sum  of  91/.  without 
due,  when  the  reasonable  or  probable  cause.  The  jury  found  a  verdict 
plaintiff  ought     ^^  favour  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  whole  sum  mentioned  in 

to  bare  known  *^ 

that  he  had  not  the  declaration,  subject  to  a  reference.     The  arbitrator 

support  of  his  awarded  the  sum  of  43/.  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff.     The 

ten\™for* which*"  action  was  partly  for  wages  and  partly  for  the  repairs  of 

thearrest  certain  clothcs  and   tools.     With   respect  to   the  latter 

took  place. 

branch  of  the  claim,  the  plaintiff  was  unable  to  give  evi- 
dence in  support  of  it,  as  it  was  alleged  to  be  in  pursuance 
of  a  contract  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  made 
when  no  other  person  was  present.  In  consequence  of 
this  defect  in  proof,  the  amount  to  which  the  arbitrator 
considered  the  plaintiff  entitled  was  so  small  as  43/.  It 
was,  however,  sworn  now,  that  such  an  agreement  did 
exist,  and  that  the  sum  in  question  was  really  due.  It 
was  contended,  that  as  the  plaintiff  knew  the  defendant  to 
be  indebted  to  him  in  the  amount  for  which  the  arrest  had 
taken  place,  it  could  not  be  said  that  it  had  been  effected 
without  reasonable  or  probable  cause. 

Lumley,  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended,  on  the  au- 
thority of  Tipion  V.  Gardner  (a),  that  the  award  must  be 
considered  as  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  want  of  reason- 
able and  probable  cause  for  arresting  to  so  much  larger  an 
amount  than  that  which  the  arbitrator  had  found  to  be 
due.  As  the  agreement  in  question  had  taken  place  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  when  no  person  was 

(a)  4  Ad.  &  El.  317. 
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present,  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  been  aware  that  he         1^^- 
could   not  give   evidence  in  support  of  a  claim  depend-      robinion 
ini?  entirely   on   that   allejred    agreement      The   defen-  «'• 

WllITEIIEAD. 

dant  now,  by  his  affidavit,  denied  the  existence   of  the 
contract. 

Patteson,  J. — If  the  plaintiflf  knows,  from  the  nature  of 
his  claim,  that  he  can  have  no  legal  evidence  in  support  of 
it,  he  ought  to  abstain  from  arresting  the  defendant.  In 
the  present  instance,  if  he  had  considered  the  case,  he  must 
have  known  that  he  had  no  evidence  in  support  of  his  claim. 
It  seems  to  me  that  if  the  defendant's  story  were  untrue, 
which  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  it  was,  still  the  plain- 
tiff was  bound,  before  he  arrested,  to  consider  whether  he 
had  legal  evidence  in  support  of  his  claim.  I  think  it 
very  likely  that  all  the  affidavits  on  both  sides  are  bona 
fide;  yet,  both  on  the  cases  and  on  principle,  the  plaintiff 
ought  not  to  have  arrested  for  so  large  an  amount.  The 
present  rule  must,  therefore,  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


Bland  v.  Delano. 

X  HIS  was  an  interpleader  rule.  Before  the  sheriff  had 
obtained  his  rule  in  this  Court,  an  action  had  been  brought 
against  him  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  the  sheriff  An  application 

^y_        r  4.  J*     i_  J  by  a  iucceaful 

therefore  was  not  discharged.  pi^iy,  in  an 

issue  directed 
under  the  In- 

Humfrey  now,  on  behalf  of  the  claimant,  in   whose  terpieader  Act, 
favour  a  verdict  had  been  found  under  the  issue  directed  may  be  made 
by  tiie  interpleader  rule,  moved  that  the  proceeds  of  the  mentVcmaily 

signed,  but  the 
rule  cannot  be  drawn  up  except  on  condition  of  its  being  signed. 
Unless  the  sheriff  has  been  guilty  of  misconduct,  the  Court  will  n  )t  order  him  to  pay  costs,  &c., 
in  an  issue  directed  by  the  Court,  in  case  of  u  default  by  the  unsuccessful  party. 

The  Court  will  allow  a  sheriff  to  deduct  the  expenses  of  a  sale  effected  by  the  authority  of  the 
Court,  under  the  Interpleader  Act,  although  it  appears,  on  the  trial  of  an  issue,  that  the  seizure  was 
wrongful. 
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1838.  sale  should  be  paid  out  of  Court  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
either  the  sheriff  or  the  defendant  should  pay  the  costs 
of  the  issue,  of  the  interpleader  rule,  and  of  this  appli- 
cation. 

Kennedy i  on  behalf  of  the  sheriff,  submitted,  that  no 
order  could  be  made  such  as  that  required,  because  judg- 
ment had  not  yet  been  signed. 

Humfrey  admitted  that  judgment  had  not  been  signed 
at  the  time  of  obtaining  the  rule  on  behalf  of  the  claimant, 
but  there  was  no  doubt  it  was  now  signed. 

Patteson,  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  ought  to 
be  made  absolute  ;  it  may  be  drawn  up  on  signing  judg- 
ment, unless  it  is  already  done. 

Kennedy  submitted  that  there  was  no  misconduct  shewn, 
in  this  case,  on  the  part  of  the  sheriff,  so  far  as  this  rule 
was  concerned.  He  could  not,  therefore,  be  required  to 
pay  any  costs  in  respect  of  it.  He  must,  of  course,  pay 
the  costs  of  the  action  in  the  Exchequer ;  but  those  were 
all  to  which  he  could  be  liable. 

Chadwicke  Jones  appeared  on  behalf  of  the  defendant 
in  the  issue,  who  was  the  execution  creditor. 

Humfrey^  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  contended  that 
his  client  was  entitled  to  the  costs  in  question,  first,  against 
the  execution  creditor,  and  secondly,  in  case  of  his  de- 
fault, against  the  sheriff.  The  sheriff  had  seized  goods 
which,  according  to  the  finding  of  the  jury,  he  ought  not 
to  have  seized.  The  sheriff  had  not  been  discharged, 
and  therefore  the  successful  party  had  a  right  to  call  upon 
the  sheriff  to  pay  the  costs  to  which  he  had  been  put  by 
the  wrongful  seizure  of  the  goods.  If  the  sheriff  had  paid 


Bland 
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in  the  amount  of  the  goods,  minus  the  expenses  of  the  sale,         1838. 
then,  as  against  the  plaintiff  in  the  issue,  he  ought  to  pay 
over  the  whole  sum  produced  by  the  sale.     Why  was  the  v. 

plaintiff  to  look  to  an  insolvent  party,  as  the  defendant  in 
this  case  might  turn  out  to  be  ?  Then,  as  to  the  costs  of 
the  interpleader  rule :  the  sheriff  had  called  a  party  be* 
fore  the  Court  for  his  own  protection ;  the  result  was, 
that  that  party  incurred  great  expense.  It  was  now 
shewn  that  that  party  had  been  improperly  brought  before 
the  Court  Why  should  not  the  sheriff  pay  that  expense  ? 
Suppose  it  were  the  case  of  an  ordinary  plaintiff,  whose 
goods  were  improperly  taken  by  a  defendant,  would  not 
the  plaintiff  there  be  entitled  to  the  costs  resulting  from 
the  seizure  of  his  goods  ?  The  rule  was,  that  the  success- 
ful party  should  be  put  in  as  good  a  situation  after  the 
disposal  of  the  rule  as  he  was  previous  to  the  seizure.  If 
therefore,  Delano,  the  defendant  in  the  issue,  could  not 
pay,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  against  the  sheriff  to  the 
costs  of  the  issue,  the  interpleader  rule,  and  this  appli- 
cation. 

Patteson,  J. — I  should  not  make  the  sheriff  pay  costs 
except  in  a  case  where  I  saw  he  had  been  guilty  of  mis- 
conduct. In  this  instance  the  sheriff  was  not  discharged 
by  the  rule ;  but  that  arose  from  its  being  brought  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  Court  that  an  action  had  been  brought 
in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  against  the  sheriff.  It  was 
therefore  thought  that  his  discharge  by  the  rule  in  this 
Court  might  discharge  him  as  to  that  action.  But  as  to 
this  Court,  he  remains  in  the  same  situation  as  he  was 
when  the  rule  was  discussed.  He  would,  in  such  a  case,  be 
entitled  to  no  costs  himself,  and  would  have  to  pay  none, 
unless  it  was  shewn  that  he  had  been  guilty  of  improper 
conduct,  which  I  do  not  perceive  to  be  the  case  here* 
Mr.  Humfrey^  therefore,  is  only  entitled  to  have  his  rule 
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absolute  against  the  unsuccessrul  party  himself,  for  the 
payment  of  the  costs  of  the  is^sue^  of  the  interpleader  rule, 
and  of  this  application.  I  cannot  deal  with  the  action  in 
the  Exchequer,  but,  by  consent,  the  proceedings  in  it  may 
be  stayed.  With  respect  to  the  money  paid  into  Court,  the 
actual  produce  of  the  sale,  deducting  the  expenses,  will 
be  all  that  can  be  paid  out,  because  the  sheriff  effected 
the  sale  and  paid  the  proceeds  into  Court  for  the  benefit 
of  all  parties. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 


Todd  v.  Gompertz. 

*' Witneti,  tjrODSON  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  obtained  by 

attorney  fof'ihe  DowUng,  for  setting  aside  the  warrant  of  attorney  given 
Wt*re^ueii*M  ^^  ^^^®  defendant  in  this  case,  on  the  ground  of  irregu- 
a  iufflcieni  at-  larity.  The  objections  to  the  warrant  were — first,  that 
the  1  Reg.  Gen.  the  declaration  by  the  attorney  on  behalf  of  the  defen- 

H    T    9  Will  A 

1.72.  '  dant,  who   was  a   prisoner  on   mesne   process,  was   not 

It  is  not  ne-    gufficicnt,  according  to  the  directions  contained  in  1  Reg. 

ceiMry  that  the  **  ** 

attorney'*  de-  Gen.  H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  s.  72  (a) ;  and,  secondly,  that  the 
icribed  by  that  Warrant  was  to  confess  judgment  of  a  term  generally, 
inwrC^*^    although,  by   8  Recr.  Gen.   H.  T.   4  Will.  4,  (Pleading 

A  warrant  of  Rules),  it  was  ordered,  that  *'  all  judgments,  whether  inter- 
attorney  to  con-  /»itiii  1      i*  ^rii/» 

locutory  or  nnal,  shall  be  entered  of  record  of  the  day  of 


fetsJudKment 
generally  of  a 
term,  It  regu- 
lar, notwith- 
atanding  Reg. 
Gen.  H.  T. 
4  Will.  4, 
(Pleading 
Rules),  if  the 
Judgment  ii 
•igned  on  a  particular  day  of  term. 

The  plaiotiff'i  attorney  cannot  attest  such  warrant  on  behalf  of  the  defendant. 


the  month  and  year,  whether  in  term  or  vacation,  when 
signed,  and  shall  not  have  relation  to  any  other  day"  (6). 
With  respect  to  the  first  objection,  it  was  submitted  that 
the  declaration  was  sufficient,  according  to  the  directions 


(a)  Ante, Vol.  1,  p.  192. 


(6)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  312. 
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of  the  rule*  It  was  in  these  terms :  ''  Witness,  Henry  1838. 
King,  attorney  for  the  defendant,  at  his  request."  The 
words  of  the  rule  were,  that  the  ''  attorney  shall  subscribe 
bis  name  as  a  witness  to  the  due  execution  thereof,  and 
declare  himself  to  be  the  attorney  for  the  defendant,  and 
state  that  he  subscribes  as  such  attorney."  It  was  impos- 
sible for  a  more  exact  compliance  with  the  rule  to  exist  than 
was  adopted  in  the  present  case.  If  any  further  declara- 
tion were  necessary,  the  case  of  Wallace  v.  Broekley  (a) 
clearly  shewed  that  such  a  declaration  might  be  made 
verbally.  As  to  the  second  objection,  the  judgment  had 
been  entered  up  in  term  time,  and,  therefore,  it  was  in 
conformity  with  the  rule  of  Court.  But  that  rule  did  not 
interfere  with  the  warrant  of  attorney,  because  the  object 
of  that  rule  was  to  regulate  the  time  from  which  judg- 
ments should  take  effect.  Under  these  circumstances  the 
present  rule  ought  to  be  discharged. 

Dowling,  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended  that  the 
warrant  of  attorney  was  not  in  sufficient  compliance  with 
the  rule  1  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  s.  72.  The  last 
direction  of  the  rule  was,  that  the  attorney  shall ''  declare 
himself  to  be  the  attorney  for  the  defendant,  and  state 
that  he  subscribes  as  such  attorney."  This  direction  had 
not  been  fulfilled.  It  was  quite  consistent  that  the  attorney 
was  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  but  in  this  particular 
instance  he  had  acted  for  the  defendant.  This  presump- 
tion was  fortified  by  the  fact  of  the  warrant  being  directed 
to  Mr.  King  himself.  With  respect  to  the  second  point, 
it  must  be  presumed,  that  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  to 
confess  such  a  judgment  as,  by  the  rules  of  the  Court,  could 
be  confessed.  No  such  judgment  as  the  one  here  pro- 
posed could  be  confessed,  because  no  judgment  could  be 

(n)  Ante,  Vol.  6,  p.  695. 
YOL.  VI.  X  D.  P.  C. 
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signed  generally  of  a  ternrii  as  it  would  only  take  eifeet 
from  the  particular  day  of  signing. 

Cur.  ady.  vult. 

Patteson,  J. — In  this  case  one  ohjeciion  taken  was  to 
the  attestation  of  the  warrant  of  attorney,  which  was  in 
these  words :  "  Witness,  Henry  King,  attorney  for  the 
defendant,  at  his  request."  It  was  contended,  that  the 
warrant  was  bad,  because  the  attorney  did  not  go  on 
according  to  the  language  of  the  rule,  *^  and  declare  him- 
self to  be  the  attorney  for  the  defendant,  and  state  that 
he  subscribed  as  such  attorney.'*  There  are  two  cases  in 
the  Exchequer  of  Wilson  v.  Price  (a),  and  Robinson  v. 
Brooksbank  (&),  in  which  it  was  held,  that  the  declaration 
need  not  be  in  writing.  Of  course,  I  feel  myself  bound  by 
these  two  decisions,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  that 
point.  The  second  objection  was,  that  the  authority  given 
by  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  to  confess  a  judgment  of 
Hilary  Term;  and  it  was  contended  that  such  a  judgment 
could  not  be  signed  now.  It  was  said,  that  because  it 
ought  to  be  dated  of  a  particular  day,  as  judgments 
could  not  be  signed  generally  of  a  term,  such  a  judgment 
would  be  irregular,  and  therefore  the  warrant  was  an 
authority  to  sign  an  irregular  judgment.  I  think  the 
utmost  limit  to  which  that  objection  can  be  carried  is, 
that  it  would  not  authorize  a  judgment  to  be  signed  in 
vacation.  But  in  the  present  instance,  the  judgment  was 
signed  of  a  particular  day  in  Hilary  Term.  I  am  of  opinion, 
therefore,  that  this  is  not  a  valid  objection  to  the  warrant. 
But  there  is  another  objection,  which,  if  founded  in  fact, 
18  fatal  to  this  instrument.  It  appears  to  be  attested  by 
the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff.  In  tlie  case  of  Hutson  v. 
Hutson  (c),  it  was  held,  that  under  such  circumstances, 


(a)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  2ia         (5)  Ibid.  p.  395.         (c)  7  T.  R.  7. 
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''the  presence  of  the  plaintilTs  attorney  is  insufficient, 
though  the  defendant  coni&ent  to  his  acting  as  his  attorney 
also.*'  It  is  now  admitted  that  Mr.  King  is  the  attorney 
at  present  for  the  plaintiHT.  It  is  sworn  hy  Mr.  Gompertz 
that  the  person  witnessing  the  warrant  is  the  attorney 
for  the  plaintiff.  Tiie  attention  of  the  parties  was  there- 
fore drawn  to  that  question  ;  and  it  is  not  sworn  that 
Mr.  King  was  not  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  at  that 
time.  Besides,  it  is  addressed  to  Mr.  King  himself,  and 
generally,  the  person  to  whom  a  warrant  of  attorney  is 
addressed  is  the  plaintiff*s  attorney.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances the  case  clearly  comes  within  that  of  Hutson 
V.  HuUon,  and  on  that  ground  the  rule  must  be  absolute 
fur  setting  aside  the  warrant  of  attorney.  I  wish  to  state 
most  distinctly,  that  my  opinion  does  not  proceed  on  the 
ground  of  an  alleged  defect  in  the  attestation,  for  the 
decisions  in  the  Exchequer  are  decisive  on  the  point. 
The  form  here  adopted  is  the  one  commonly  in  use.  I  set 
aside  this  warrant  of  attorney  on  the  simple  ground  that 
the  person  who  witnesses  the  warrant  of  attorney  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  is  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff, 
and  that,  I  think,  is  illegal.  The  present  rule  must 
therefore  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


1838. 


Prior  and  Hbndrie  v.  Sm itb. 

ARCHBOLD  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  obtained  The  proTitUms 
by  Miller  for  setting  aside  a  judgment  which  had  been  J.  4.  a©  not  de- 
signed hy  tlie  p!aintifFf»r  want  of  a  plea.   The  defendant,  ?«•*>▼«««  •"<»'- 

o  J  r  I  '    nt-y  of  hit  privf- 

who  was  an  attorney  of  the  Common  Pleas,  had  pleaded  |«g«  10  he  «ued 
his  privilege  of  being  sued  in  his  own  court.    The  plaintiff  which  he  hat 
treated  this  plea  as  a  nullity,  and  signed  judgment  as  for  **^  pu?J"iff^' 

cannot  tieat  a 
plea  of  tuch  privilege  at  a  nullity. 
If  the  attorney  hat  waived  hit  privilege,  the  waiver  mutt  be  replied. 
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want  of  a  plea.  The  question  was,  whether,  since  1  Vict, 
c.  56,  s.  if  an  attorney  of  a  particular  court  was  entitled 
to  plead  his  privilege,  when  sued  in  another.  Another 
question  was,  whether  such  a  plea  could  be  treated  as  a 
nullity,  or  ought  to  have  been  made  the  subject  of  an  ap- 
plication to  the  Court  in  which  the  plea  was  pleaded.  As 
to  the  first  point,  it  was  contended  that  the  1  Vict.  c.  56,  s. 
4,  abolished  such  a  privilege  altogether.  The  words  of  the 
section  were,  *'  That  any  person  who  shall  have  been  duly 
admitted  an  attorney  in  any  one  of  her  Majesty's  Courts 
of  Law  at  Westminster,  shall  be  at  liberty  to  practice  in 
any  other  of  her  Majesty's  Courts  of  Law  at  Westminster, 
although  he  may  not  have  been  admitted  an  attorney 
thereof;  and  that  no  person,  having  been  duly  admitted 
an  attorney  or  solicitor  in  any  of  her  Majesty's  Courts  of 
Law  or  Equity  at  Westminster,  shall  be  prevented  from 
recovering  or  receiving  the  amount  of  any  costs  which 
would  otherwise  have  been  due  to  him,  by  reason  of  his 
not  being  admitted  an  attorney  or  solicitor  of  the  Court  in 
which  such  costs  shall  have  been  incurred :  provided  al- 
ways, that  any  attorney  or  solicitor  practising  in  any  court 
of  law  or  equity  shall  be  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  such 
court  as  fully  and  completely,  to  all  intents  and  purposes 
whatever,  as  if  he  had  been  duly  admitted  an  attorney  or 
solicitor  of  such  court."  The  effect  of  this  section  was  to 
enable  a  person  who  had  been  admitted  as  an  attorney  of 
one  court  to  practise  in  all  the  courts,  to  sue  for  his  fees 
for  business  done  in  any  court,  and  subject  him  to  the 
same  jurisdiction  as  if  he  had  been  actually  admitted  of 
the  court.  So  that,  in  contemplation  of  law,  an  attorney 
must  be  considered  as  attending  on  all  of  the  Courts.  No 
privilege,  therefore,  of  one  court  could  be  considered  as 
opposed  to  the  privilege  of  another. 


Patteson,  J. — The  words  of  the  statute  shew  that  he 
may  come  here  voluntarily;  but  he  cannot  be  compelled 
to  come  here. 
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Archbold^ — ^The  reason  of  the  attorney's  privilege  is,  1838- 
that  he  is  deemed  always  to  be  attendant  on  the  Court 
in  which  he  is  admitted.  By  the  operation  of  this  statute, 
he  is  virtually  made  an  attorney  of  all  the  Courts.  There 
b|  consequently,  now  no  presumption  that  he  is  attendant 
on  one  court  more  than  on  another. 

Patteson,  J. — Suppose  a  person  only  an  attorney  of 
the  Common  Pleas,  and  not  of  this  Court,  should  bring  an 
action  in  his  own  name,  no  doubt  he  would  be  liable  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  Court  in  respect  of  all  matters  in  that 
action.  But  suppose  some  client  of  his  should  apply 
against  him  in  this  Court  for  some  matter  not  done  in  the 
action,  but  in  his  character  of  attorney,  could  this  Court 
interfere  with  him  ? 

Archbold. — I  do  not  know  that  it  could ;  but  that  does 
not  necessarily  decide  the  question  in  this  case.  The 
reason  of  the  privilege  ceases  as  soon  as  he  is  enabled  to 
sue  in  all  the  Courts,  as  the  reason  was,  that  he  was  sup- 
posed to  be  always  in  attendance  on  his  own  Court.  As 
now  it  cannot  be  presumed  that  he  is  in  continual  attend- 
ance on  the  particular  court  of  which  he  is  admitted,  he 
may  be  in  attendance  on  the  others.  The  second  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  treat  the  plea 
as  a  nullity,  and  sign  judgment  as  for  want  of  a  plea,  or 
ought  not  to  have  applied  to  the  Court  in  order  to  set  it 
aside.  If  this  were  merely  a  demurrable  plea,  the  plaintiff 
had  no  right  to  strike  it  out,  and  treat  it  as  a  nullity.  But 
here,  if  I  am  right,  the  plea  is  a  nullity,  as  it  has  been 
destroyed  by  the  operation  of  the  act  of  Parliament.  The 
plaintiff  was  therefore  right  in  signing  judgment  as  for 
want  of  a  plea.  The  other  side  would  rely  on  various  cases. 
First,  the  case  of  Allen  v.  Walker  (a).  There  it  was  decided, 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  6,  p.  460. 
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18dS.        that,  in  an  action  hy  the  indorsee  against  the  indorser  of  a 

„  bill  of  cxchnngef  a  plea  that  the  defendant  diil  not  draw 

Prior  -    ^  ' 

V*  the  bill  is  not  a  nullity,  so  as  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  sign 

Smith 

judgment  as  for  want  of  a  plea.    The  reason  stated  by  the 

Court  then  for  that  decision  was,  that  the  plea  was  only 
demurrable,  as,  in  contemplation  of  law,  every  indorser  was 
a  new  drawer  of  the  bill.     Again,  Cowper  and  Olhers  v. 
Jones  and  Another  (a)  would  be  cited.     The  Court  there 
determined  that  the  mere  fact  of  a  plea  being  clearly  in- 
suflicient  in  point  of  law,  is  not  a  ground  for  signing  judg- 
ment as  for  want  of  a  plea.     This  case  also  came  within 
the  admitted  principle,  that  a  plen,  which  is  merely  de- 
murrable, cannot  be  treated  as  a  nullity.     On  the  other 
hand,  might  be  cited  Ilopgood  v.  Wright  and  Others  (b). 
The  marginal  note  of  that  case  was,  **  Trespass  a^iainst 
B.,  C,  and  D.,  for  turning  A.  out  of  his  house,  and  keep- 
ing the  house  and  goods  from  him.     Plea,  that  A«  had 
nothing  in  the  said  house  and  goods,  but  'jointly  and  un- 
dividedly  with  D.'     Judgment  signed  for  want  of  a  plea, 
and  held  right*"     Again,  in  Mucher  v.  Billing  (c),  the 
general  issue  was  pleaded  to  part  of  a  declaration,  and  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  to  the  remainder,  without  the  sig- 
nature of  counsel,  and  the  Court  of  Exchequer  held  the 
whole  plea  to  be  a  nullity.     In  Warne  v.  Beresford  (r/), 
the  same  Court  held  a  rule  to  plead  in  a   wrong  name 
1^  nullity;  and,  in   King  v.  Myers  {e)  Mr.  Justice  Cole" 
ridge  held,  that  a  plea  of  never  did  promise,  in  an  action 
of  debt,  was  a  nullity.     In  the  present  instance,  the  plea 
is  as  much  a  nullity  as  the  plea  of  non-assumpsit  would  be 
in  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  bince  the  new  rules  of 
pleading,  title  assumpsit,  rule  ^Z  (/);  or  the  plea  of  mis- 
nomer, since  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  11.     There  can 


(fl)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  591.  (d)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  361. 

(6)  2  N.  R.  18i.  (e)  .Ante,  Vol.  6,  p.  686. 

(c)  Ante,  Vol  3,  p.  246.  (/)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  323. 
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be  no  difference  whether  the  words  directly  forbid  a  plea^ 
or  take  it  away  by  necessary  implication. 

Miller,  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended,  that  the  sec- 
tion in  question  was  far  from  abulishing  the  right  to  plead 
privilege  in  abatement,  as  the  object  of  the  statute  was  to 
extendjnstead  ofabridging.the  attorney *s  privileges.  The 
statute  must^  therefore^  be  construed  liberally.  The  pri- 
vilege existed  before  the  statute,  and  could  not  be  taken 
away  without  express  words.  Before  the  passing  of  this 
act^  an  attorney  uii^ht  be  admitted  of  all  the  courts,  if  he 
chose  to  incur  the  expense  of  paying  the  fees :  if  he 
thought  proper  to  be  so  admitted  of  all  the  Courts,  he 
was  considered  to  have  undertaken  to  be  present,  either 
by  himself  or  his  clerks,  in  all  the  Courts.  Therefore,  if 
he  were  sued  in  any  one  court,  he  could  not  plead  in 
abatement  the  fact  of  his  being  an  attorney  of  another. 
Nowy  the  new  act  just  leaves  him  in  the  same  situation  as 
before,  except  that  it  relieves  him  from  the  necessity  of 
paying  the  fees  of  admission  in  the  other  Courts,  of  which 
he  has  not  been  formally  admitted,  if  he  chooses  to  be- 
come a  practitioner  of  them.  It  allows  him  to  go  into  all 
the  Courts  if  he  choose ;  but  if  he  docs  not  choose  to  do 
so,  the  act  does  not  empower  other  persons  to  compel  him 
to  go  there,  he  having  been  only  admitted  in  one.  If  he 
were  to  come  into  this  Court,  and  conduct  a  cause,  and 
an  action  were  afterwards  brought  against  him  here,  it 
miglit  be  admitted  that  such  conduct  on  his  part  would 
amount  to  a  waiver  of  his  privilege  to  be  sued  in  his  own 
Court;  but  then  such  waiver  should  be  replied.  In  the 
Chse  of  Jones  y,  Bo(leenor{a)f  it  was  resolved,  "that  if 
after  the  defendant  has  waived  his  privilege,  he  shall  yet 
plead,  the  plaintiff  in  his  replicati(m  must  shew  his  waiver, 
and  rely  upon  the  estoppel.*'  The  proviso  at  the  end  of 
the  clause  in  question,  in  the  act  of  Victoria,  is  so  worded 


1838. 
Pbiok 

9. 

Smith. 


(a)  1  Ld.  Raymond,  135. 
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1838.  as  clearly  to  limit  the  jurisdiction  to  which  an  attorney 
practising  in  any  other  Court  than  one  of  which  he  has 
been  admitted^  is  liable  to  ''  such  Court;"  thus  not  ex- 
tending it  to  the  Courts  generally.  Therefore,  no  other 
Court  has  jurisdiction  over  him^  but  the  one  of  which  he 
has  been  admitted  an  attorney^  unless  he  practise  in  some 
other,  and  then  that  Court  also  acquires  jurisdiction,  but 
none  of  the  others  in  which  he  has  not  practised  ;  and  if, 
therefore,  he  be  sued  in  any  of  them,  he  is  as  much  en- 
titled to  plead  his  privilege  as  he  was  before  the  passing 
of  the  act.  Then,  as  to  the  second  point ;  the  cases  which 
have  been  cited  on  the  other  side,  in  support  of  the  judg- 
ment, and  in  which  the  Court  had  determined  that  certain 
pleas  might  be  treated  as  nullities,  it  would  be  found  that 
those  pleas  were  either  in  direct  contravention  of  an  act 
of  parliament,  or  a  positive  rule  of  Court*  Here,  it  could 
not  be  said  that  the  plea  was  at  all  in  contravention  of 
any  act  or  rule.  The  case  of  Cowper  v.  Jones  is  ex- 
actly in  point.  The  question  is,  whether  this  plea  is  suf- 
ficient in  point  of  law ;  and  that  is  a  question  which  ought 
to  be  decided  on  demurrer  by  the  Court,  and  not  by  the 
party  himself.  If  the  Court  were  to  give  judgment  against 
the  defendant,  still  such  judgment  would  only  be,  that  he 
shall  answer  over ;  in  which  case  he  would  then  have  an 
opportunity  of  pleading  to,  and  trying,  the  action  on  the 
merits, 

Patteson,  J. — I  do  not  think  that  the  case  of  Cowper 
▼«  Jones  has  any  thing  to  do  with  the  question  here, 
as  there  the  question  was  not,  whether  the  plea  was  a  nul- 
lity, but  whether  it  was  a  sham  plea,  which  the  Court 
would,  on  application,  set  aside. 

Miller  contended  that  the  plea  here  was  good,  and 
therefore  could  not  be  treated  as  a  nullity  by  the  plaintiff^ 
80  as  to  entitle  him  to  sign  judgment. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
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Patteson,  J,  —I  am  quite  satisfied  that  the  utmost  1838^ 
effect  which  can  be  given  to  this  act  of  parliament  is,  that 
if  an  attorney  of  one  Court  should  choose  to^  practise  in 
another,  he  would  become  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
that  Court  for  any  thing  in  which  he  acted  as  an  attorney 
in  that  count,  and  a  question  might  be  raised  whether  he 
would  not  so  far  render  himself  an  attorney  of  that  Court, 
as  to  be  amenable  to  that  Court  in  any  matters  connected 
with  his  character  of  attorney.  I  think  that  is  the  utmost 
extent  to  which  the  operation  of  this  statute  can  be  car- 
ried, though  I  do  not  say  that  it  can  be  carried  so  far. 
The  act  of  parliament,  by  itself,  does  not  render  an  attor- 
ney liable  to  the  process  of  another  Court,  so  as  to  destroy 
his  privilege.  Therefore,  if  it  could  be  said  that  the  at- 
torney had  done  any  act  by  which  he  had  waived  his  pri- 
vilege, that  is  a  question  of  fact,  and,  therefore,  a  matter 
of  reply.  In  the  present  case,  therefore,  if  the  plaintiflT 
means  to  say  that  the  defendant  has  done  any  act  by 
which  he  has  waived  his  privilege,  and  rendered  himself 
liable  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court,  he  should  have 
made  it  a  matter  of  reply.  The  plea  must,  therefore, 
stand,  and  the  judgment  be  set  aside  with  costs,  as  it  is  a 
strong  measure  to  sign  judgment  for  want  of  a  plea. 

Rule  absolute,  with  costs. 


Doe  d.  Clarke  and  Others  0.  Stillwell  and  Another. 

JlLATT shevred  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  for  an  attach-  Theaffldafitof 
ment  obtained  by  the  Attomey-'General  for  the  non-per-  ,  J<fwcrofat ° 
formance  of  an   award.     He  objected  to  the   affidavit,  torneytodc- 

•^  maod  the  pcr- 

which  proved  the  execution  of  the  power  of  attorney,  au-  formance  of  an 
thorising  the  demand  of  the  execution  of  the  award,  on  the  entitled  in  the 
ground  that  the  affidavit  was  not  entitled  in  the  cause.        ^^'^ 
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Stillwell. 


The  Attorney-General  contended  that  as  this  appli- 
cation was  a  matter  dehors  the  cause,  it  was  unnecessary 
for  the  affidavit  in  question  to  he  entitled  in  the  cause. 
The  arbitrator,  by  directing  a  verdict  to  be  entered  in  a 
particular  way,  had  disposed  of  the  cause.  The  pro- 
ceeding by  attachment  was  independent  of  the  cause 
therefore. 

Coleridge,  J. — Here,  the  demand  of  the  performance 
of  the  award  was  made  under  a  power  of  attorney.  No 
affidavit,  not  entitled  in  the  cause,  can  be  used  to  prove  the 
execution  of  that  power.  I  never  heard  of  the  distinction 
now  sought  to  be  introduced. 

Rule  refused. 


An  affidavit  of 
debt  *'  for  mo- 
ney found  to  be 
due  upon  an  ac- 
count stated,"  is 
sufficient,  with- 
out alleging  that 
it  has  been 
"settled,"  or 
that  a  "  ba- 
lance **  has 
been  struck. 


Balmanno  f?.  May. 

JlC.  V.  RICHARDS  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi 
obtained  by  W.  H.  Watson,  calling  on  the  plaintiff'  to 
shew  cause  why  the  defendant  shoulil  not  be  discharged 
out  of  custody,  on  the  ground  of  a  defect  in  the  affidavit 
of  debt.     The  affidavit  was  in  this  form  : — 

'*  Alexander  Balmanno,  of  No.  18,  Queen  street.  Cheap- 
side,  in  the  city  of  London,  merchant,  trading  under  the  style 
or  firm  of  Alexander  Balmanno  &  Co.,  maketh  oath  and  saith, 
that  Stribblehiil  Norwood  May  is  justly  and  truly  indebted 
unto  this  deponent  in  the  sum  of  eight  hundred  pounds 
and  upwards,  for  money  found  to  be  due  from  the  said 
Stribblehiil  Norwood  May  to  this  deponent  upon  an  ac- 
count stated  between  them,  for  money  lent  and  advanced, 
and  paid,  laid  out,  and  expended,  by  this  deponent,  for 
the  use  of  the  said  Stribblehiil  Norwood  May,  and  at 
his  request,  and  also  for  interest  upon  and  for  the  fur'- 
bearance  to  the  said  Stribblehiil  Norwood  May,  by  this 
deponent,  at  the  request  of  the  said  Stribblehiil  Norwood 
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May,  of  monies  due  and  owing  from  him,  the  said  Stribble-         1833. 
hill  Norwood  May,  to  this  deponent,  and  aUo  for  work 

BALMANMO 

done  by  this  deponent  as  the  factor  and  agent  of  and  for  v. 

the  said   Stribhiehill  Norwood  May,  in  and  about  selHng 
and  disposing  of  divers  goods  of  the  said  Stribblehill  Nor- 
wood May,  and  in  and  about  other  business  of  the  said 
Stribblehill  Norwood  May,  and   on  his  retainer,  and  for 
commission  and  reward  due,  and  of  right,  payable  from 
the  said  Stribblehill  Norwood   May  to  this  deponent  in 
respect  thereof.     And  this  deponent  saith,  that  no  offer 
or  tender  hath  been  made  to  pay  the  said  sum  of  eight 
hundred  pounds,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  this  deponent, 
but  that  the  whole  thereof  still  remains  justly  due  to  him.'* 
The  objection  to  the  affidavit  arose  upon  the  words 
*'  money  found  to  be  due  from  the  said  Stribblehill  Nor- 
wood May  to  this  deponent,  upon  an  account  stated  be- 
tween them."     In  support  of  the  objection  was  the  case  of 
Hooper  y.  Vest r is  (a),  in  which  it  was  held  that  an  affidavit 
of  debt,  stating  the  defendant  to  be  indebted  to  the  depo- 
nent ''on an  account  stated  between  them'*  is  insufficient* 
In  the  same  volume,  however,  was  the  case  of  Tyler  t. 
Campbell {b\  where  it  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  that  in  an  affidavit  of  debt  it  is  sufficient  to  allege 
the  claim  to  be  due  ''  on  the  balance  of  an  account  stated," 
without  the  words  ''  and  settled."    In  the  case  of  Deben^ 
ham  v.  CAambers(c),  a  count  in  assumpsit  stated  the  de- 
fendant to  be  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  and  their  deceased 
partner  "  for  money  found  to  be  due  upon  an  account  then 
stated   between  them ;"  and  after  lading  the  promise  to 
the  three,  assigned  as  a  breach  that  the  defendant  had 
not  paid.     The  Court  of  Exchequer  there  held  that  the 
count  was  sufficient  on  special  demurrer.     There,  it  was 
intimated,  both  by  Baron  Parke  and  Baron  /I Iderson^  that 
no  more   strictness  was  required  in  the  affidavit  of  debt 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  710.  (6)  Ibid.  p.  632. 

(c)  Ante,  p.  101. 
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1838.  than  in  a  declaration.  The  aiRdavit  in  the  present  case 
differed  from  those  in  the  cases  cited.  Here,  the  affidavit 
alleges  the  account  to  have  been  stated  in  respect  of  causes 
of  action,  which  would  justify  the  defendant's  arrest.  In 
the  cases  cited,  however,  the  account  might  have  been 
stated  with  respect  to  matters  which  would  not  justify  the 
arrest  of  the  defendant.  Under  these  circumstances,  it 
was  contended  that  the  affidavit  of  debt  was  sufficient. 

W.  H.  Watson^  in  support  of  the  rule,  submitted  that, 
if  the  authorities  were  examined  they  would  be  found  to 
support  the  present  application.  In  the  case  of  Tyler  v. 
Campbell  the  question  was  not  discussed,  but  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  merely  refused  to  interfere.  There 
was  a  material  distinction  between  that  case  and  the  pre- 
sent. The  affidavit  there  stated  a  '*  balance"  to  be  due 
upon  an  account  stated.  Here  the  words  were  simply  **  an 
account  stated."  The  case  of  Debenham  v.  Chambers  was 
no  authority  at  all  upon  this  question,  as  the  point  upon 
which  that  case  proceeded  was  the  sufficiency  or  insuffi- 
ciency of  the  form  given  by  the  rules  of  T.  T.  1  Will.  4. 
Any  thing  that  was  there  said  was  merely  obiter.  A  great 
difference  existed  between  a  count  in  a  declaration  and  an 
affidavit  of  debt.  Any  averment  in  the  declaration  might 
be  traversed,  but  no  averment  in  the  affidavit  of  debt 
could  be  traversed.  The  case  of  Hooper  v.  Vestris  there- 
fore, remained  unimpeached,  and  was  a  direct  authority 
in  support  of  the  present  application. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Patteson,  J. — In  this  case  the  question  was,  whether 
the  affidavit  to  hold  to  bail  was  sufficient  or  not.  The  dis- 
cussion on  the  argument  turned  on  the  case  of  Hooper  v. 
Vestris.  In  that  case,  a  former  one,  which  had  been  de- 
cided in  the  Common  Pleas,  was  not  brought  before  the 
notice  of  my  brother  Coleridge.  I  have  a  difficulty  in  see- 
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ing  the  distinction  between  an  affidavit  for  the  ''  balance"  of  1838. 
an  account  before  stated  between  the  parties^  and  *'  an  ac- 
count stated"  merely  without  the  word  *'  balance."  I  think 
that  there  is  nothing  peculiar  in  that  particular  word.  It 
must  be  presumed  that  an  account  has  been  stated  after  a 
discussion  between  the  parties.  In  the  case  of  Visger  v. 
Delegal(a\  the  Court  held  that  an  affidavit  of  debt  ''on 
a  balance  of  an  account  for  money  paid^  laid  out^  and  ex- 
pended by  the  plaintiff  to  and  for  the  defendant^  and  at  his 
request,  and  for  money  had  and  received  by  the  defend- 
ant for  the  plaintiff,  and  for  interest  on  monies  due  from 
the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff"  was  not  sufficiently  certain. 
The  Court  there  observed,  "  without  the  words  *  on 
balance  of  account'  the  affidavit  would  clearly  be  bad. 
Those  words,  however,  only  imply  that  the  defendant 
was  originally  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs,  on  the  account 
stated  in  the  affidavit,  in  a  larger  rent,  which  has  been 
reduced  by  a  set-off"  to  1000/.  The  case  is  therefore  left 
in  the  same  uncertainty  as  if  no  balance  had  been  men- 
tioned." Since  that  case  Debenham  v.  Chambers  was  de- 
cided. There,  the  attention  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
was  called  to  the  form  of  the  declaration  in  relation  to  the 
rules  of  T.  T.  1  Will.  4.  The  question  then  arose  on  spe- 
cial demurrer,  and  Mr.  Baron  Parke  said,  ''  the  case  of 
Hooper  v.  Vestris  arose  upon  an  affidavit  to  hold  to  bail,  and 
I  question  whether  more  strictness  is  required  in  an  affida- 
vit than  a  declaration."  The  Court  of  Exchequer  having 
given  this  intimation,  and  it  being  desirable  that  the  same 
decision  should  be  pronounced  in  every  Court,  and  it  being 
rather  absurd  that  an  affidavit  of  debt  should  be  in  one 
form  and  a  declaration  in  another,  I  think  it  is  better  to 
hold  that  this  affidavit  is  sufficient.  An  '^  account  stated" 
between  the  parties,  would  mean  that  the  parties  had  set- 
tled it  between  them  after  discussion.     Any  man,  not 

(  (a)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  333. 
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a  lawyer,  would  have  the  impression  that  that  was  (he 
meaning  of  the  allegation.  If  tlie  account  had  not  been 
stated  and  agreed  between  them,  I  think  the  person 
swearing  in  that  form  would  be  liable  to  an  indictment  for 
perjury.  I  have  spoken  to  my  Brother  Coleridge  and  the 
other  Judges,  and  we  are  all  of  opinion  that,  as  the  count 
is  good,  the  affidavit  in  the  same  form  is  good  also.  The 
word  ''  balance'*  makes  no  difference.  The  present  rule 
must  therefore  be  discharged  without  costs. 

Rule  discharged,  without  costs. 


Affidavits  in 
SDpport  of  an 
application 
against  an  at- 
torney to  com- 
pel him  to  de- 
liver up  a  docu- 
ment, may  be 
entitled  in  the 
action  out  of 
which  the  claim 
arises,  although 
judgment  has 
been  signed 
and  execution 
issued. 

An  attorney 
is  liable  to  the 
summary  Juris- 
diction of  the 
Court  for  mis- 
conduct, while 
one  of  its  offi- 
cers, sit  hough 
at  the  lime  of 
an  application 
against  him  he 
has  ceased  to 
be  an  attorney. 


SiMES  9.  GiBBS. 

JPeTERSDORFF  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi, 
requiring  an  attorney  named  Humfrey  to  deliver  up  a  bill 
of  exchange.  He  objected  to  the  entitling  of  the  affidavit 
on  which  the  rule  had  been  obtained,  on  tlie  ground  that  it 
was  entitled  in  the  cause  out  of  which  the  alleged  claim  to 
the  bill  of  exchange  arose.  In  that  action  judgment  had 
been  signed  and  execution  issued.  The  cause  was  at  an 
end,  and  therefore  it  was  improper  to  entitle  the  affidavits 
in  that  manner.  They  should  have  been  entitled  '*  In  the 
matter  of  Humfrey."  Another  objection  was,  that  Mr. 
Humfrey  had  ceased  to  be  an  attorney  of  the  Court. 

Patteson,  J. — I  think  that  the  affidavits  are  properly 
entitled  in  the  cause  out  of  which  the  claim  to  the  bill  is 
alleged  to  have  arisen,  although  that  action  may  be  at  an 
end.  Wiih  respect  to  the  fact  of  Mr.  Humfrey  having  ceased 
to  be  an  attorney  of  the  Court  since  this  action  arose, 
I  do  not  think  that  is  any  answer  to  the  present  applica- 
tion. If  a  man  be  once  an  attorney,  he  cannot  get  rid  of 
the  summary  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  with  respect  to 
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what  he  has  done  while  an  attorney,  by  ceasing  to  be  an 
officer  of  the  Court.  The  rule  is,  once  an  attorney  always 
an  attorney,  for  that  purpose.  As  it  appears  by  the  affi- 
davit, that,  at  the  time  of  tlie  transaction  out  of  which 
this  appHcation  has  arisen,  he  was  an  attorney  of  this 
Court,  it  does  not  He  in  his  mouth  to  say  he  is  not  one 
now. 

The  rule  was  afterwards  made  absolute  on  the  merits. 
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Rule  absolute. 


Ex  parte  Ware. 

fvALKER  applied  for  leave  to  be  allowed  to  add,  on 
the  roll  of  attornies  of  this  Court,  the  name  of  Ware  as 
the  additional  surname  of  Mr.  Titus  Hibbert.  That 
gentleman,  whose  name  was  already  on  the  roll,  had  lately, 
for  private  reasons,  assumed  the  latter  name.  It  was 
therefore  desirable  that  it  should  be  added  to  the  names 
already  on  the  roll. 

Patteson,  J. — That  may  be  done. 

Application  granted. 


Where  tn  at- 
torney, whoie 
name  ii  on  (he 
roll,  aftume*  an 
additional  sur- 
name, the  latter 
may  be  added 
to  that  .ilready 
on  the  roll. 


Ex  parte  Bailet. 

€/.  B  AYLEY  moyed  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  to  bring 
up  the  body  of  Jane  Bailey  from  the  custody  of  her  aunt, 
who  was  resident  at  Chatham,  in  Kent.  The  girl  was  an 
infant  of  fifteen,  and  the  application  was  made  at  the  in- 
stance of  her  mother.  Her  father  was  still  alive,  but  had 
lately  been  convicted  of  felony,  and  was  now  in  custody  at 
the  hulks,  under  sentence  of  transportation.     On  this  state 


Where  the 
father  has  been 
convicted  of 
felony,  the 
Court  will  ^ant 
a  habeas  corpus, 
in  order  to  give 
the  mother  the 
custody  of  an 
infant 
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1838.        of  {acts,  it  was  submitted,  that  the  mother  was  entitled  to 
the  custody  of  the  infant. 


Ez  parte 
Bailbt. 


Patteson,  J. — You  may  take  your  writ. 

Writ  granted. 


Weller's  Bail. 

ofwffldfS^  ^UTT  opposed  the  bail  in  this  case,  on  the  ground  of  a 
by  bail,  whether  defect  in  the  affidavit  of  sufficiency,  which  had  been  made 

town  or  coun-      ,  _^ 

try,  attempta  to  in  pursuance  of  3  Reg.  Gen.  T.  T.  1  Will.  4,  (a).  The 
property  in^e-  defendant  Stated  himself  to  be  worth  property  to  the  re- 
ipect  of  which     quired  amount,  over  and  above  all  his  just  debts,  in  the 

ititaoaghtto       ^  '  ,  .  •'  . 

Justify,  the  form  usual  form.  He  then  described  his  property  to  consist  of 
rales  of  T.T.  household  furniture  at  his  dwelling-house,  which  he  de- 
be^ctiy""'  scribed,  but  did  not  state  the  value  of  that  furniture.  No 
adopted.  other  property  was  mentioned  in  the  affidavit  as  being 

that  in  respect  of  which  the  bail  justified.  By  the  form 
which  the  rule  gave  the  affidavit  ought  to  state  the  value 
of  the  property.  It  was  consistent  with  this  statement, 
that  the  household  furniture  was  not  worth  near  the  full 
amount  for  which  the  defendant  sought  to  become  bail, 
although  he  had  secured  himself  against  an  indictment  for 
perjury,  if  he  owned  property  of  another  description,  which 
might  be  colourably  worth  the  sum  for  which  bail  was  re- 
quired.  He  cited  Cooper^s  bail  (b).  This  omission,  it 
was  submitted,  was  an  essential  part  of  the  form  attached 
to  the  rule. 

Coo/7^r  submitted  that  the  rule  in  question  did  not  apply 
to  country  bail,  and  the  present  case  was  one  of  country 
bail. 

(fl)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  103,  106.  (6)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  692. 
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Butt  cited  Penson's  bail  {a),  where  it  was  held  that  if  a        1837. 
defendant,  in  justifying  his  bail,  adopts  the  new  practice     wbller's 
under  Reg.  Gen.  T.  T.  1  Will.  4,  he  must  conform  to  it         Bail. 
strictly;  and,  therefore,  an  affidavit  of  sufficiency,  though 
good  by  the  old  practice,  but  defective  by  the  new,  is  in- 
sufficient.     The  defendant  here  had  attempted  to  justify 
according  to  the  new  rules,  and  therefore  he  was  bound 
to  pursue  them  strictly. 

Patteson,  J. — By  the  old  practice,  with  respect  to 
country  bail,  no  description  of  property  was  required. 
But  here,  an  attempt  is  made  to  adopt  the  new  form.  It 
must,  therefore,  be  in  pursuance  of  that  form.  I  lay  it 
down  broadly  and  pointedly,  that  where  an  affidavit  of 
sufficiency,  either  in  the  case  of  town  or  country  bail,  at- 
tempts to  describe  the  property  in  respect  of  which  the 
bail  seeks  to  justify,  the  form  prescribed  by  the  rule  of 
T.  T.  1  Will.  4,  must  be  followed.  The  defendant  may, 
however,  have  leave  to  amend,  on  payment  of  costs. 

Rule  accordingly. 
{b)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  627. 


Brook  v.  Finch  and  Another. 

jDlELLY  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  obtained  by  The  omistlon  of 
Bylesg  for  arresting   the  judgment  in  the  present  case.  terissuflBcieoUy 
It  was  an  action  of  trespass  tried  at  the  Summer  Cam-  f"|^"l^^^,"i, 
bridge  Assizes  in  the  year  1836,  and  a  verdict  was  found  in  the  omiiaion  is 
favour  of  the  plaintiff,  with  201,  damages.    The  defendant  itseic 
appeared  at  the  trial  by  counsel.     In  the  following  term,  the  rule  of  i*^ 
a  motion  was  made  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground,  that  in  ?^,?*?' H'JJ* 
the  issue  there  was  no  similiter  to  the  replication,  but  the  «•  to  motions  in 
words  '*  et  cetera*'  only  were  added  at  the  end  of  that  ment,  only  ap- 
pleading.     The  rule  for  a  new  trial  was  refused,  and  now,  ^^^^  triabin 
VOL.  VI.  Y  D.  p.  c. 
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1837.        by  leave  of  a  Judge  at  Chambers,  the  present  applica- 
tion was  made.     The  defendant  had  pleaded  a  plea  of 
V.  payment  into  Court.     The  replication  to  that  plea  was  in 

Finch 

this  form ;  **  the  plaintiff  says  that  he  has  sustained 
damages  to  a  greater  amount  than  the  said  sum  of  20/., 
and  this  he  prays  may  be  inquired  of  by  the  country,  &c." 
No  formal  similiter  had  been  deUvered  by  the  defendant, 
nor  was  there  any  in  the  paper  issue,  but  it  was  added 
correctly  on  the  nisi  prius  record.  It  was  contended 
that  no  issue  had  been  actually  joined,  and  consequently 
that  no  legal  judgment  could  be  pronounced  upon  the 
record.  If  there  were  any  objection  in  this,  it  had  clearly 
been  waived  by  the  defendant.  The  issue  with  an  ''  Sec." 
had  been  accepted,  and  the  nisi  prius  record  correctly 
made  up.  No  objection  had  been  taken  to  the  record. 
The  parties  went  down  to  trial,  and  no  objection  was 
made  that  there  was  any  variance  between  the  issue  and 
the  record :  no  notice  was  given  that  any  such  objection 
would  be  taken  in  the  Court  above ;  and  in  the  following 
term,  a  motion  was  made  for  a  new  trial,  without  any 
alternative  for  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  No  leave 
was  then  reserved  to  make  this  motion,  but  it  was 
given  at  a  subsequent  period  on  summons  to  apply  to 
arrest  the  judgment.  After  all  these  proceedings  the 
present  application  must  be  considered  as  too  late.  By 
1  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  s.  65  (a),  it  was  ordered 
that  ''no  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  or  for  judgment 
non  obstante  veredicto,  shall  be  allowed  after  the  expira* 
tion  of  four  days  from  the  time  of  trial,  if  there  are  so 
many  days  in  term,  nor  in  any  case  after  the  expiration  of 
the  term,  provided  the  jury-process  be  returnable  in  the 
same  term."  A  question  might  therefore  arise  whether, 
four  days  after  the  return  of  the  jury-process,  such  a 
motion  as  the  present  is  not  clearly  too  late. 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.1,  p.  191. 
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Coleridge,  J. — ^That  rule  seems  to  be  intended  merely        IW* 
for  cases  to  be  tried  in  term.  Broob 


Kelljf. — I  do  not  rest  the  case  on  that  rule,  more  than 
to  shew  that  the  Court  has  been  disposed  to  shorten  the 
time  within  which  such  applications  are  made. 

Bffles  admitted  that  the  application  in  an  ordinary  case 
might,  perhaps,  be  too  late.  But  leave  having  been  ob- 
tained from  a  learned  Judge  to  make  it  now  the  question, 
whether,  under  other  circumstances,  it  might  not  be  too 
late,  did  not  arise. 

Coleridge,  J. — By  the  strict  old  practice,  the  motion 
might  be  made  at  any  time  before  judgment  signed,  even 
after  a  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

KeUtf  admitted  that,  in  the  case  of  Cowper  v.  Spencer  {a), 
it  had  been  decided  that  the  want  of  a  similiter  was  not 
aided  or  amended  arter  verdict;  but,  in  Siboni  v.  Kirk^ 
man  (&),  where  a  replication  traversed  the  facts  contained 
in  the  plea,  and  concluded  to  the  country,  but  without  an 
**  ftc,**  and  no  similiter  was  added,  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
held,  that  the  omission  might  be  considered  as  a  misprision 
of  the  clerk,  and  amendable  after  verdict,  judgment,  and 
writ  of  error  brought.  In  Sayer  v.  Pocock  (c),  a  replica- 
tion  was  amended  after  verdict,  by  inserting  the  similiter 
instead  of  **  &c."  There,  Mr.  Justice  Asion  said,  "  There 
is  a  case  of  Cowper  v.  Spencer  (cf),  where  the  plaintiff  re- 
plied de  injuria  su&  propria,  concluding  to  the  country, 
without  any  similiter  added ;  the  Court  there  held  it  was 
no  issue ;  but  it  does  not  appear  in  that  case  that  absque 
tali  causa  was  added,  nor  that  the  conclusion  to  the  country 
was   followed  by  an  '  &c.'     But  here  the  plaintiff  has 

(«)  1  Str.  641.  (e)  1  Cowp.  407, 

(6)  Ant€,  p.  98.  (d)  8  Mod.  376 ;  S.  C.  Str.  641. 

Y  2 
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1S37-  added  '&c.;*  consequently,  he  meant  something  by  it 
Again^  in  the  case  of  Cowper  v.  Spencer^  it  does  not  ap* 
pear  whether  any  defence  was  made  or  not.  But  here 
there  was  a  defence  made.  If  the  *  &c.'  added  in  this 
case  could  be  construed  to  supply  the  place  of  the  simili- 
ter^ it  would  only  be  issue  misjoined,  and  cured  by  the 
statutes  of  jeofails ;  but  if  it  cannot  be  so  construed,  then 
it  is  not  within  the  statutes  of  jeofails,  and  the  only  ques- 
tion is,  whether  it  is  amendable."  In  Cooke  v.  Burke  (a), 
where  the  parties  had  gone  down  to  trial  on  a  plea  which 
had  not  been  traversed,  after  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  he 
was  permitted  to  amend,  by  adding  a  traverse,  and  the 
defendant's  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  was  discharged, 
upon  payment  of  costs  by  the  plaintiff  of  both  motions. 
This  was  a  clear  authority  to  shew  that  if  the  omission  did 
amount  to  an  objection,  it  was  amendable.  There  was  a 
case  of  Griffith  v.  Crockford  and  Another  (6),  the  marginal 
note  of  which  was,  ''  Omision  to  add  the  similiter  is  an 
irregularity,  for  which  the  Court  will  set  aside  the  ver- 
dict." The  report  in  that  case  was  exceedingly  short,  and 
no  reasons  were  given  by  the  Court  for  their  judgment. 
If  it  were  examined,  it  would  be  found  really  not  to  amount 
to  any  authority  on  the  point.  In  Swain  and  Others  v. 
Lewis  (c),  *^  to  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange  against  an 
indorsee,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  he  had  no  notice  of 
presentment,  and  concluded  his  plea  to  the  country.  The 
plaintiff  omitted  to  add  the  similiter,  and,  after  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  moved  for  a  new  trial,  be- 
cause there  was  no  issue  joined ;  but  as  the  plea  concluded 
with  an  *  &c. :' — Held^  that,  after  verdict,  the  *  &c.'  might 
be  considered  to  include  the  similiter,  and  that  the  record 
was  sufficient." 

But  it  was  to  be  observed,  that  the  objection  now  taken 
did  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  record,  for  it  was  ad- 
mitted that  the  nisi  prius  record  was  correct.    It  was  sug- 

(a)  6  Taont.  164.  (b)  3  B.  &  B.  1. 

(c)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  700. 
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gested  that  the  defect  arose  in  the  issue  itself.  The  case  1837* 
of  Combe  v.  Pitt  (a),  where  a  new  trial  was  moved  for  on 
the  ground  that  the  plea  roll  contained  nothing  but  the 
declaration  and  the  plea  of  nil  debet,  when  it  was  con- 
tended  that  a  plea  in  abatement,  before  pleaded,  ought  to 
have  been  entered,  the  Court  held,  that,  at  all  events,  the 
irregularity  was  cured  by  the  defendant's  accepting  the 
issue.  A  variety  of  authorities  to  the  same  effect  were 
collected  in  the  note  to  Doe  v.  Cotterell  (6).  In  Clark  v. 
Nicholson  (c),  it  was  decided  that  if  a  replication  conclude 
to  the  country,  with  an  ''  &c.,"  and  no  similiter  be  added, 
the  Judge  will  try  the  cause,  as  the  *^  &c."  is  sufficient. 
And,  in  Stockdale^  v.  Chapman  {d),  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  refused  to  grant  a  new  trial,  moved  for  by  the  de- 
fendant, on  the  ground  that  no  similiter  had  been  added 
to  a  replication  concluding  to  the  country,  and  that  the 
absence  of  a  similiter  was  not  supplied  by  an  "  &c.,"  where 
no  objection  was  made  to  the  issue  until  after  verdict. 

In  the  first  place,  then,  the  omission  was  an  irregularity, 
of  wBich  advantage  should  have  been  taken  on  the  delivery 
of  the  issue.  Secondly,  no  authority  could  be  found  in 
which  the  Court  had  arrested  the  judgment  where  an 
"  &c."  had  been  introduced ;  as  those  words  must  be 
considered  as  including  a  similiter.  For  these  reasons,  the 
present  rule  ought  to  be  discharged. 

Coleridge,  J. — I  do  not  see  any  defect  in  any  record. 
Is  there  any  record  in  which  this  objection  appears  ?  How 
can  you  get  at  this  objection,  except  on  affidavit? 

Byles. — The  original  rule  for  a  new  trial  was  obtained 
on  affidavits. 

Coleridge,  J. — This  motion  must  be  made  on  the  nisi 
prius  record,  as  there  is  no  other  in  existence. 

(a)  3  Burr.  1682.  (e)  6  C.  &  P.  712. 

(6,  1  Chit.  Rep.  277.  (rf)  6  N.  &  M.  711. 
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1837.  Byles. — There  is  an  incipitur  of  a  record  in  existence, 

which  is  to  be  made  up  from  the  paper  issue.  That  is  the 
only  document  from  which  the  record  can  be  made  up. 
That  record,  so  made  up,  is,  in  contemplation  of  law,  now 
before  the  Court. 

Kelly  referred  to  15  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  4  Will.  4,  (plead- 
ing  rules)  (o),  the  words  of  which  were,  "  the  entry  of 
proceedings  on  the  record  for  trial,  or  on  the  judgment 
roll,  (according  to  the  nature  of  the  case),  shall  be  taken 
to  be,  and  shall  be  in  fact,  the  first'  entry  of  the  proceed- 
ings in  the  cause,  or  of  any  part  thereof,  upon  record ; 
and  no  fee  shall  be  payable  in  respect  of  any  prior  entry 
made,  or  supposed  to  be  made,  on  any  roll  or  record  what- 
ever.*' Reeder  v.  Bloom  {b)^  was  an  authority  to  the  same 
effect.  Mr.  Tidd  (c),  laid  down  the  rule  that  *'  the  parties 
cannot  move  in  arrest  of  judgment,  for  any  thing  that  is 
aided  after  verdict  at  common  law ;  or  amendable  at  com- 
mon law,  or  by  the  statutes  of  amendments;  or  cured,  as 
matter  of  form,  by  the  statutes  of  jeofails."  * 

Btfles. — All  the  cases  cited,  as  well  as  15  Reg.  Gren.  H.  T. 
4  Will.  4,  are  consistent  with  the  validity  of  this  objection. 
First,  the  objection  would  have  been  good  before  the  new 
rules.  This  is  not  a  case  where  the  parties  are  actually 
at  issue,  and  the  nisi  prius  record  only  is  defective ;  but  it 
is  a  case  where  no  issue  was  ever  joined  at  all.  The 
plaintiff  did  not  add  the  similiter  to  his  replication,  as  he 
might  have  done ;  nor  did  the  defendant  ever  rejoin  the 
similiter,  nor  did  the  plaintiffs  add  the  similiter  on  making 
up  the  issue.  The  defendants  might  have  demurred,  or 
confessed  the  action,  or  suffered  judgment  by  default. 
The  parties,  therefore,  went  to  trial  without  any  issue 
joined,  the  witnesses  could  not  be  indicted  for  perjury. 


(a)  Ante,  Vol  2,  p.  320.  (6)  2  Bing.  384. 

(e)  I  Prac.  919,  Ed.  9. 


Finch. 
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and  the  trial  was  a  mis-trial.     The  similiter  is  not  mere         1837. 
matter  of  form,  but  is  as  much  a  rejoinder  as  any  other  ' 

answer  to  the  replication.  Judgment  of  non-pros  may  be  _  v. 
signed  for  want  of  it.  Hollis  v.  Buckingham  (a).  Judg- 
menty  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  cannot  be  signed  if  it  be 
wanting,  nor  even  if  it  be  doubtful  whether  it  be  wanting 
or  no.  Gilmore  v.  Melton  {b) 9  Brown  v.  Kennedy  {c), 
Brook  T.  Lloyd  (d),  Martin  v.  Martin  (e).  The  statutes  of 
jeofails  do  not  cure  the  defect.  The  32  Hen.  8,  c.  30, 
which  is  the  only  statute  curing  irregularity  in  the  issue, 
cures  mis-joinder  only,  not  non-joinder.  Com.  Dig.  Pleader 
R.  12.  In  Cotoper  v.  Spencer  (f),  it  was  held  that  the 
statute  did  not  cure  the  absence  of  a  similiter.  Nor  does 
the  statute  of  amendments,  8  Hen.  6,  c.  15,  help,  for  that 
only  applies  to  misprision  of  the  clerk,  not  of  the  parties. 
Besides,  the  issue,  which  is  to  be  considered  as  a  copy  of 
the  plea  roll,  cannot  be  amended  by  the  nisi  prius  re- 
cord (^).  This  is  not  an  irregularity  which  may  be  waived, 
for  an  irregularity  is  something  dehors  the  record.  Gar^ 
rati  V.  Hooper  (A),  Roberts  v.  Spurr  (t ),  Hanson  v.  Shackel^ 
ton,  {k)j  Nunn  v.  Curtis  (/).  And  if  it  had  been  an  irre- 
gularity, it  was  not  waived,  for  the  defendant  did  not  know 
of  it  till  notice  of  trial  had  been  given,  and  he  came  at  the 
first  moment  to  the  Court.  Crow  v.  Edwards  (m),  shews 
that  even  consent  of  parties  will  not  cure  a  mis-trial.  The 
proper  mode  of  taking  advantage  of  this  defect  is,  by  mo- 
tion in  arrest  of  judgment.  The  roll  before  the  Court,  on 
which  the  judgment  is  arrested,  is  erroneous.  The  judg- 
ment was  arrested  in  Cowper  v.  Spencer ^  and  that  was  the 
form  of  the  application ;  and  the  learned  Judge  who  dis- 

(a)  3  D.  &  R.  1.  ig)  Gilbert's  G.  P.  186. 

(b)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  632.  (A)  Ante,  Vol.  I,  p.  28. 

(c)  Ibid.  639.  (1)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  651. 
(rf)  1  M.  &  W.  662.  (k)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  48. 
(c)  2  Bing.  N.  G.  240.  (/)  Ibid.  p.  729. 
(/)  1  Stra.  641 ;  8  Mod.  376,         (m)  Hobart,  6. 

8.C. 
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1837*  charged  the  former  rule  in  this  case^  appears  to  hare  consi* 
dered  that  the  defendant  should  move  in  arrest  of  judgment* 
All  the  cases  cited  on  the  other  side,  except  two,  Covoper 
V.  Spencer f  and  Griffith  v.  Croctford,  are  cases  where  the 
parties  had,  so  far  as  appears,  actually  joined  issue  ;  but 
the  similiter  was  merely  omitted  in  the  nisi  prius  record, 
which  is  but  a  transcript.  In  Cowper  v.  Spencer^  however, 
the  defect  was  in  the  paper  issue,  and  there,  judgment  was 
arrested.  So  in  Griffith  v.  Crockford{a),  the  similiter  was 
wanting  in  the  issue ;  but  though  there  was  an  ^'  &c.,'*  and 
the  nisi  prius  record  contained  the  similiter,  and  the  party 
who  afterwards  sought  to  set  aside  the  verdict  attended  at 
the  trial,  yet  the  Court  in  that  case  granted  a  new  trial 
for  want  of  the  similiter  in  the  issue.  In  the  only  two 
cases,  therefore,  in  which  this  objection  to  the  want  of  a 
similiter,  in  an  issue  made  up  by  the  parties,  has  hitherto 
been  taken,  it  has  prevailed.  Although  it  does  not  appear 
in  the  statement  of  the  facts  in  Sayer  v.  Pocock^  that  the 
paper  book  was  defective,  yet  it  must  be  admitted  that,  on 
reading  the  whole  case,  that  seems  to  be  so.  But  the 
paper  book  at  that  time  was  made  up  by  the  officer  of  the 
Courts  and  the  omission  of  the  similiter  was  his  misprision, 
and  on  that  ground.  Lord  Mansfield  held  that  the  *^  &c." 
might  afford  ground  to  amend  on  a  cross  motion.  Sayer 
V.  Pocock  was  cited  in  Griffith  v.  Crockford.  Before  the 
new  rule,  therefore,  it  seems,  that  both  on  principle  and 
authority  the  absence  of  a  similiter  in  the  issue  itself  would 
be  a  fatal  objection,  and  that  the  '^  &c."  would  not  supply 
it,  though  it  may  have  had  that  effect  on  the  nisi  prius 
record,  and  though  the  Court  would  amend  a  paper  book 
made  up  by  the  officers  of  the  Court  on  a  proper  motion 
for  that  purpose.  Secondly,  the  new  rules  have  no  effect  in 
removing  this  objection.  It  is  suggested  that  as  15  Reg. 
Gen.  H.  T.  4  Will.  4,  directs  that  the  entry  on  the  record  for 

(a)  Better  reported  in  6  Moore,  51. 
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trials  or  on  the  judgment  roll,  shall  be  taken  to  be^  and  1837- 
shall  be^  in  fact,  the  first  entry  of  the  proceedings  in  the 
cause  upon  record,  therefore,  the  entry  on  the  nisi  prius 
record  is  the  first  and  only  entry  of  record  in  the  case, 
and  that  as  the  nisi  prius  record  is  here  correct,  there  is, 
since  the  new  rules,  nothing  whereon  to  ground  this  mo- 
tion. But  that  depends  on  the  meaning  of  the  expression 
*  entry  on  the  record  for  trial.'  It  is  submitted  that  this 
expression  refers  to  the  entry  or  incipitur  on  the  plea  roll, 
at  the  time  of  passing  the  record  for  trial,  and  not  to 
any  entry  on  the  nisi  prius  record.  When  the  record 
is  passed  and  sealed  at  the  nisi  prius  office,  an  inci- 
pitur was  always,  and  is  still,  made  on  a  roll  which  is 
kept  among  the  records  of  the  courts,  and  on  which 
(if  need  be)  the  proceedings  are  afterwards  continued 
at  length  and  preserved  in  the  treasury  of  the  court. 
It  is  called  the  plea-roll  till  judgment,  and  the  judg- 
ment-roll after.  That  this  is  what  it  means  seems  clear 
from  the  mention  of  the  judgment-roll  in  the  same  clause 
of  the  rule.  And  the  rule,  in  this  sense,  is  very  reason- 
able and  necessary.  For  before  this  rule  there  were,  or 
were  taken  to  be,  prior  entries  on  the  process  roll,  the 
warrant  of  attorney  roll,  the  imparlance  roll,  and  the  re- 
cognizance roll,  all  of  which  this  rule  abolishes,  leaving 
only  that  which,  at  one  period  of  the  suit,  is  called  the 
plea  roll,  at  another  the  judgment  roll.  If  the  meaning 
of  the  rule  is,  that  the  entry  on  the  nisi  prius  record  shall 
be  the  only  entry,  how  is  that  an  incipitur  on  the  plea  roll, 
the  entry  of  the  issue,  as  it  is  called,  is  still  required  by 
the  practice  of  all  the  Courts,  except  where  by  express 
rule  it  is  rendered  unnecessary  ?  And  the  entry  of  which 
the  rule  speaks  is  an  entry  *'  upon  record,*'  whereas  what  is 
vulgarly  called  the  nisi  prius  record  is  not  a  record  at  all^ 
but  a  mere  transcript  from  the  real  record  to  send  the 
issue  into  the  county  for  the  judges  to  try  (a).     Besides, 

(o)  GUbert'8  C.  P.  146, 146. 
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it  never  could  be  intended  to  make  or  treat  that  as  a 
record  of  the  Court  which  is  always  in  the  custody  of  the 
successful  party.  Would  an  examined  copy  of  the  nisi 
prius  record  be  evidence?  It  is  clear^  therefore^  that  the 
rule  by  the  expression  entry  on  the  record  for  triali  means 
the  entry  on  the  plea  roll.  This  plea  roll  is  in  contempla- 
tion of  law  always  at  the  judges'  feet,  proceeding  pari 
passu  with  the  cause.  The  paper  issue  was  anciently  a 
copy  of  this  plea  roll  when  complete  {a),  and  when  the 
plea  roll  is  made  up,  it  must  follow  the  form  of  the  issue  (6) 
and  not  the  form  of  the  nisi  prius  record,  which  is,  or  at 
least  used  to  be,  very  different.  As  therefore  the  plea  roll, 
when  made  up,  must  follow  the  issue,  the  Court  must  now 
look  at  the  issue,  which  is  what  the  roll  will  be.  The 
plea  roll  cannot  be  amended  by  the  nisi  prius  record. 
Lord  C.  B.  Gilbert  says,  C.  P.  Ii6,  "  The  plea  roll  may 
be  amended  by  the  imparlance  roll,  but  not  by  the  nisi 
prius  roll,  which  is  but  a  transcript  from  the  plea  roll." 
The  defect,  therefore,  is  now  as  fatal  as  ever.  And  in 
Siboni  v.  Kirkmatig  which  was  since  the  new  rules,  it 
seems  to  have  been  taken  for  granted  on  all  hands  that 
the  omission  of  similiter  was  error,  though  the  Court,  un- 
der the  peculiar  circumstances  of  that  case,  amended.  In 
Worthington  v,  Wigley  (c),  a  new  trial  was  granted  for 
a  defect  in  the  issue,  though  the  nisi  prius  record  was 
right. 

CoLERiDOE,  J. — This  case  has  been  argued  with  great 
learning  on  both  sides ;  but  I  think  it  may  be  disposed  of 
on  a  simple  point,  which  is  the  ground  of  my  opinion  that 
the  rule  ought  to  be  discharged.  This  is  a  motion  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  and  it  cannot  be  doubted,  that  I 
must  see  that  the  error  suggested  exists  on  some  record 
really  made,  or  supposed  to  be  made,  in  contemplation  of 

(a)  Boote's  Suit  at  Law,  p.  180.     Amendment  T.  1. 
(6)  1  Roll's  Ab.  698 ;  Parwm         (c)  Antt,  Vol.  6,  p.  209. 
T.  GiU,  1  Salk.  60 ;    Ck>m.  Dig. 
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law.  There  was  a  plea  of  payment  of  money  into  Court j  1^7* 
in  the  usual  form.  The  plaintiff  replied  that  he  liad  8U8« 
tained  damages  to  a  greater  amount  than  the  sum  paid  in. 
There  was  no  formal  rejoinder  but  an  *'  &c."  put  at  the 
end  of  the  replication.  In  this  state  the  pleadings  re* 
mainedy  and  the  Court  of  Nisi  Prius  disposed  of  the  nisi 
prius  record,  in  which  there  was  a  similiter.  I  at  first 
thought,  that  the  nisi  prius  record  might  be,  and  must  bei 
understood  to  be  the  only  record  at  which  I  could  look. 
I  have  not  formed  a  clear  opinion  upon  that  point.  But 
supposing  that  it  is  not,  it  is  said  that  I  must  look  at  the 
plea  roll  which  is  in  existence  in  contemplation  of  law. 
Of  what  is  the  plaintiff  to  make  it  up  ?  He  will  make  it 
up  from  the  pleadings,  in  which  there  is  an  "  &c."  I  must 
presume  that  he  will  make  it  up  as  he  has  made  up 
the  nisi  prius  record.  That  will  be  a  perfect  record. 
Therefore,  qu&cunque  vi&,  I  do  not  find  why  I  should 
presume  that  he  will  not  make  a  perfect  record.  The 
present  rule  ought  therefore  to  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


Gale  and  Others  r.  Hayworth. 

rr  .  H.  WA  TSON  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  obtained  On  an  appiicfl« 
by  J,  Bayley,  for  staying  proceedings  on  the  bail-bond  on  iJ^edingt'^oVt!?* 
payment  of  costs.     The  question  was,  whether  the  bail-  bail-bond  on 

'    "^  ^  payment  of 

bond  ought  to  stand  as  a  security.  That  would  depend  costs,  the  piain- 
upon  the  dates.  It  was  a  London  cause,  and  the  defen-  entitled  to  ha?* 
dant  residing  more  than  forty  miles  from  town,  he  was  JJl\^"urity"** 
entitled  to  fourteen  days' notice  of  trial.  The  rule  was  if  a  trial  hate 
moved  for  on  the  19th,  and  the  first  sittmgs  at  which  the  the  time  of  mo?- 
plaintiff  could  try  were  on  the  30th.  Consequently  no  '"niheappHof- 
trial  could  be  lost  until  then.     The  question  was,  however,  ^'O"  *»«  n>«d« 

^  '  'at  the  instance 

whether  it  was  necessary  that  a   trial  should  have  been  ofthe  hail,  the 
lost  at  the  time  of  moving  for  the  rule,  in  order  to  entitle  impoie  terms 
the  plaintiff  to  the  baU-bond  as  a  security.  JJ^**  ^^^""^ 
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1837-  J.  Baylet/f  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended,  that  the 

plaintiff  could  not  be  entitled  to  have  the  bail-bond  stand 
as  a  security,  unless  at  the  time  of  moving  for  the  rule  a 
trial  had  been  lost.  He  cited  Stride  v.  Hill  (a),  and  Crossby 
V.  Innes  (6),  which  were  authorities  to  that  effect. 

W.  H.  Watson  then  contended  that  some  terms  should 
be  imposed  on  the  defendant  with  respect  to  notice  of 
trial. 

J.  JSay/ey  contended,  that  as  this  application  was  made 
at  the  instance  of  the  bail  only,  no  terms  could  be  imposed 
on  the  defendant.  He  cited  Call  v.  Thelwell  (c),  which 
clearly  supported  that  proposition. 

Patteson,  J. — I  cannot  distinguish  this  case  from 
Stride  v.  //i7/,  and  Crossly  v.  Innes^  in  which  the  Court 
laid  down  the  rule,  that  a  trial  must  have  been  lost  at 
the  time  of  appl}dng  for  the  rule,  in  order  to  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  have  the  bail-bond  stand  as  a  security.  Here, 
the  dates  are  still  stronger  than  in  those  cases.  It  is  quite 
clear  that  no  trial  had  been  lost  at  the  time  of  moving  for 
the  rule;  therefore  I  cannot  direct  the  bail-bond  to  stand 
as  a  security.  With  respect  to  imposing  terms  on  the  de- 
fendant, the  case  of  Call  v.  Thelwall  is  an  authority  to 
shew,  that  where  the  bail  only  make  the  application,  no 
terms  can  be  imposed  upon  the  defendant.  The  present 
rule  must  therefore  be  absolute  on  payment  of  costs. 

Rule  accordingly. 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  709.  (ft)  Ante,  Vol.  6,  p.  b^^. 

(c)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  443. 
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1837. 
Giles  v.  Hemming. 

UAMES  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  notice  In  order  to  en- 
of  declaration  in  this  case  should  not  be  set  aside,  on  the  to  set  aiide  a 
ground   of  the  defendant   not  having  been  served  with   "JJ{JJJ  on*the*" 
process.     The  defendant,  in  his  affidavit,  swore  that  he  ground  of  not 
had  not  been  served ;  but  he  did  not  proceed  to  swear  with  procen,  it 
that  the  process  had  not  come  to  his  knowledge.  for"hiin*to  twew 

limply  that  he 
,  hat  not  been 

PattbsoNi  J. — I  think  that  is  insufficient.  served,  although 

it  may  appear 
by  other  afBdm- 

James  submitted,  that  as  it  appeared,  from  the  other  gerrice  was  ef- 
affidavits  on  which  he  moved,  that  the  service  of  the  pro-  Jjhw  perwn' 
cess  had  been  effected  on  another  person,  that,  at  least, 
was  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  a  rule  nisi.     The  other 
side  might  shew  what  the  circumstances  of  the  service 
really  were. 

Patteson,  J. — But  the  defendant  should  swear  that 
the  process  never  came  to  his  knowledge.  I  shall,  there- 
fore, not  grant  the  rule. 

Rule  refused. 
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The  Earl  of  Spencer  r.  Swannell, 

m  debet  it  a  DeBT  on  the  2  &  3  Edw.  6,  c.  13,  s.  1,  for  treble  value 
^/inVhe*"*  of  tithes  not  set  out.  Plea,  nil  debet.  Special  demurrer, 
s  &  3  Edw.  6,    assiffninff  for  cause  that  the  plea  of  nil  debet  is  not  allow- 

c  13,  for  not  .  . 

setting  out  titiet.  able  in  any  action. 

The  Court  called  upon  Henderson  in  support  of  the 
plea. — The  rule  of  H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  applies  to  cases  of 
contract  only.  Littledale^  J.,  has  expressed  that  opinion 
in  Faulkner  v.  Chevell  (a).  The  plea  of  "  never  in- 
debted'* resembles  the  plea  of  non-assumpsit,  and  is  only 
applicable  to  cases  where  there  is  a  contract  express  or 
implied.  Sndly,  The  21  Jac.  1,  c.  14,  s.4,  enacts,  ^'  that 
if  any  information,  suit,  or  action  shall  be  brought  or 
exhibited  against  any  person  for  any  offence  committed 
against  the  form  of  any  penal  law,  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
the  defendants  to  plead  that  they  are  not  guilty,  or  that 
they  owe  nothing.**  This  is  clearly  a  penal  action :  Rad^ 
ford  T.  Mcintosh  (6),  Dwarris  on  Statutes  (c).  This  de- 
fence, then,  being  given  by  statute,  falls  within  the 
proviso  of  the  rule.  In  2  Inst.  651,  it  is  said,  that  ''  this 
action  of  debt  is  no  action  of  debt  within  the  statute 
of  ^  Hen.  8,  because  it  is  neither  upon  a  specialty  nor 
by  contract ;  neither  is  this  action  upon  this  statute  any 
action  for  wrong  personal  immediately  done  to  the  plain- 
Co)  6  Ad.  &  El.  216.  (6)  3  T.  R.  632.  (c)  Page  642. 
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dff*^  for  it  is  a  non-fesance,  viz.,  a  not  setting  out  of  the         1838. 
tithes.     Trin.  43  Eliz.  in  communi  banco,  adjudged  in  an    „   . 
action  of  debt  for  the  treble  value  upon  this  statute,  not  «• 

guilty  or  nil  debet,  are  good  uses ;  and  so  upon  the  statute 
of  5  Eliz.  upon  perjury :  Johns  v.  Came  (a)."  The  Statute 
of  Limitations  does  not  extend  to  actions  of  this  descrip- 
tion :  Talory  v.  Jackson  (Jb).  Before  the  late  rule,  either 
nil  debet  or  not  guilty  were  good  pleas  to  this  action : 
Batotry  v.  Isted  (c) ;  and  if  the  right  of  a  general  traverse 
under  the  plea  of  not  guilty  is  not  affected  by  the  rule,  it 
is  difficult  to  suppose  that  the  rule  was  intended  to  take 
away  the  plea  of  nil  debet.  But,  assuming  the  plea  is  not 
allowable,  this  is  not  the  proper  mode  of  taking  the  ob- 
jection, but  application  should  have  been  made  to  a  Judge 
to  set  it  aside.  [Parke^  B. — The  pleading  rules  have  be- 
come part  of  the  law  of  the  land,  and,  if  the  plea  is  bad^ 
the  objection  is  properly  taken  on  demurrer.] 

Newman^  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — Nothing  can  be 
more  general  than  the  terms  of  the  rule,  viz  ,  *^  that  the 
plea  of  nil  debet  shall  not  be  allowed  in  any  action.*^ 
[Parle,  B. — The  question  is,  whether,  supposing  it  to  be 
within  the  words  of  the  rule,  the  Judges  had  any  power 
to  take  away  a  plea  given  by  statute.  No  doubt,  it  was 
the  intention  to  do  so ;  but  the  true  construction  of  the 
rule  is  to  abolish  the  plea  in  all  cases  in  which  we  have  the 
power  to  do  so.]  This  is  not  a  penal,  but  a  remedial  action : 
the  current  of  authorities  so  consider  it.  The  right  to 
plead  nil  debet  was  not  given  by  the  statute  of  James,  but 
existed  at  common  law.  That  statute  applies  to  actions  by 
the  king,  or  at  the  suit  of  a  common  informer.  The  31 
Eliz.  c.  6,  which  limits  the  time  within  which  penal  actions 
are  to  be  brought,  has  been  held  not  to  apply  to  actions 

(a)  Cro.  Eliz.  621.  {ft)  Cro.  Gar.  513. 

(c)  Hob.  218. 
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1838.         brought  by  the  party  grieved :    CaUiford  v.  Blawford  {a). 
B  1  s  BNCER    ^^  *'"^  ^*^  been  a  penal  action,  the  31  Eliz.  would  have 
V.  applied.     In  this  action,  the  Courts  will  grant  a  new  trial 

where  the  verdict  is  against  the  weight  of  evidence,  which 
is  never  allowed  in  a  penal  action.  The  statute  against 
gaming,  9  Anne,  c.  14,  has  been  considered  remedial  when 
the  action  is  brought  by  the  party  injured,  but  penal 
where  brought  by  a  common  informer:  Bones  v. Booth (b). 
The  4  Anne,  c.  16,  enabling  a  defendant  to  plead  several 
matters,  does  not  extend  to  penal  actions ;  and  yet,  in  this 
form  of  action,  the  defendant  -has  been  allowed  to  plead 
double.  But  even  if  it  is  a  penal  action,  '^  not  guilty'*  is 
the  proper  plea,  and  not  nil  debet. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Parke,  B. — This  was  an  action  of  debt  for  treble  value 
for  not  setting  out  tithes,  to  which  there  was  a  plea  of  nil 
debet.  To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  demurred,  and  assigned 
for  a  special  cause,  that  it  was  a  plea  not  allowed  by  the 
pleading  rules.  The  case  was  argued  late  in  last  term  be- 
fore my  Brothers  Alderson  and  Gurney  and  myself,  and 
we  have  considered  it,  and  are  of  opinion  that  the  plea  is 
good. 

Two  reasons  were  urged  on  the  argument  for  the  validity 
of  the  plea :  the  first,  that  the  rules  did  not  extend  to 
actions  of  debt,  except  those  on  contract;  the  second, 
that  this  plea  was  given  by  the  statute  21  Jac.  1,  c.  4,  and 
therefore  that  the  Judges  had  ho  power,  by  reason  of  the 
proviso  in  sect.  1  of  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  to  deprive  the 
subject  of  the  benefit  of  this  plea,  and  of  giving  the  special 
matter  in  evidence  under  it,  whatever  they  may  have  in- 
tended to  do  by  the  rules.  The  Court,  on  argument,  inti- 
mated its  opinion  upon  the  first  point,  but  took  time  to 
consider  the  second,  and  look  into  the  authorities.     We 

(a)  Show.  330.  (5)  2  W.Bl.  1226. 
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think,  after  full  consideration,  that  this  is  a  penal  action,         1838. 
within  the  4th  clause  of  the  21  Jac.  1,  c.  4,  and,  con-    e^jspbiich 
sequently,  that  the  Judges  had  no  power  to  deprive  the  «• 

defendant  of  the  right  to  plead  nil  debet,  or  not  guilty. 

That  section  is  as  follows : — **  That  if  any  information, 
suit,  or  action,  shall  be  brought  or  exhibited  against  any 
person  or  persons  for  any  offence  committed  or  to  be  com- 
mitted against  the  form  of  any  penal  law,  either  by  or  on 
behalf  of  the  King,  or  by  any  other,  or  on  the  behalf  of 
the  King  and  any  other,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  defen- 
dants to  plead  tlie  general  issue  that  they  are  not  guilty, 
or  that  they  owe  nothing,  and  to  give  such  special  matter 
in  evidence  to  the  jury  that  shall  try  the  same,  which 
matter  being  pleaded,  had  been  a  good  and  sufficient 
matter  in  law  to  have  discharged  the  said  defendant  or 
defendants  against  the  said  information,  suit,  or  action ; 
and  the  said  matters  shall  be  then  as  available  to  him 
or  them,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as  if  he  or  they 
had  sufficiently  pleaded,  set  forth,  or  alleged  the  same 
matter  in  bar  or  discharge  of  such  information,  suit,  or 
action. ' 

There  is  no  doubt,  that  this  case  is  within  the  letter 
of  this  section,  taken  by  itself. 

A  penal  law  is  a  statute  which  imposes  a  penalty,  and 
the  statute  of  Edward  6th  does  impose  a  penalty,  for  it 
trebles  the  original  duty  by  way  of  punishment,  thus  mak- 
ing the  defaulting  party  liable  to  a  forfeiture  beyond  the 
amount  of  the  duty  withheld.  It  is  true,  that  it  is  an  action 
not  barely  penal,  for,  on  the  principle  that  it  is  for  a  duty 
also  such  action  lies  by  executors  within  the  equity  of  the 
statute,  de  bonis  exportatis  in  vita  testatoris,  Morion  v. 
Hopkins  (a) ;  and,  after  a  recovery  in  this  action,  the 
plaintiff  cannot  recover  the  tithe  in  any  other  suit,  Cham' 
pernon  v.  Hill  (Jb) ;  nor  is  it  purely  penal  within  the  rule 

(fl>  1  Sid.  407.  (6)  YeW.  63. 

VOL.  vr.  z  D.  p.  c. 


SWANNELL. 


St'iO  C.\SES  ON  POINTS  OP  PRACTICE,  EXCH. 

1838.         adopted  by  the  Courts  as  to  granting  new  trials  after  a 
_  ,   "  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Earl  Spencer         mi  .  , 

V.  The  question  then  is,  whether,  by  the  context,  or  any 

judicial  exposition  of  the  words  of  this  section,  actions  of 
this  kind,  or  any  actions  for  penahies  by  the  party  aggrieved, 
are  taken  out  of  the  operation  of  the  words  according  to 
their  ordinary  construction. 

In  the  context  nothing  is  to  be  found  which  restricts  the 
ordinary  meaning  of  the  words  of  this  clause  to  any  par- 
ticular class  of  informations.  The  title  (though  it  is  not 
strictly  a  part  of  the  act,  and  is  therefore  of  little  weight), 
is  general.  *'  An  act  for  the  ease  of  the  subject  concerning 
informations  upon  penal  statutes."  The  recital  in  the 
preamble  is,  *'  that  offences  against  penal  laws  may,  with 
more  ease  and  less  charge,  be  commenced  and  tried  in  the 
counties  where  they  are  committed,  and  that  the  poor 
commons  are  grievously  molested  by  troublesome  persons 
commonly  called  relators,  informers,  and  promoters,  by 
compelling  them  to  appear  in  his  Majesty's  Courts  at 
Westminster."  This  recital  applies  only  to  such  informa- 
tions as  might  be  prosecuted  either  at  the  assizes  or  ses- 
sions, or  in  the  superior  Courts,  at  the  option  of  the  infor- 
mer ;  and  the  first  clause  removes  that  particular  grievance 
by  restricting  such  informations  to  the  Courts  below ;  and 
the  third  imposes  a  further  check  on  these  informations 
(namely,  such  as  "  by  that  act  are  before  appointed  to  be 
heard  and  determined  in  their  proper  counties"),  by  requir- 
ing the  relator  to  make  affidavit  that  the  offence  was  com- 
mitted in  the  county,  and  within  the  year.  The  second 
section  is  in  its  terms  general,  but  it  has  received  a  judicial 
construction,  and  been  held  to  apply  only  to  the  same 
description  of  information  as  before  mentioned.  See  the 
case  of  Barber  v.  Tilson  (a) ;  and  also  Mr.  Justice  Bay* 
letf^s  observations  in   Whitehead  v.  Wynn  (6).     Its  effect 

(a)  3  M.  &  Sel.  430.  {b)  6  M.  &  Sel.  427. 
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18,  with  respect  to  such  informations,  to  re-enact  the  pro-        1838. 
visions  of  the  35  Eliz.  c.  5,  s.  2,  with  some  alteration  as  to    „  .  „ 

'  Rarl  Sfencek 

the  mode  of  taking  advantage  of  the  objection,  and  to  v. 

enforce  the  laying  the  venue  in  the  proper  county. 

These  three  sections,  therefore,  remedy  the  particular 
mischief  recited.  Then  comes  the  section  in  questioui 
which,  instead  of  confining  itself  in  express  terms>  hke  the 
third  section  immediately  preceding,  to  the  informations 
before  appointed  to  be  tried  in  their  proper  counties,  uses 
general  language.  The  words  introductory  of  this  (the 
fourth  section)  instead  of  "  Be  it  further  enacted**  as  in 
the  second  and  third,  are  ''  And  be  it  also  enacted/*  as  if 
proceeding  to  a  new  head.  It  then  goes  on  ''  That  in  any 
information,  action,  or  suit,"  (not  in  any  such  informatioUi 
&c.)  **  on  any  penal  statute,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  de- 
fendant to  plead  the  general  issue,  and  give  the  special 
matter  in  evidence."  Now  this  section  is  not,  in  any  mode 
of  construing  it,  whether  as  relating  only  to  such  suits  on 
penal  statutes  as  are  thereafter  to  be  brought  in  the  in- 
ferior Courts,  or  to  all  suits  on  such  statutes,  calculated 
to  remove  the  particular  grievance  mentioned  in  the  pre- 
amble, vis.,  that  the  subject  has  been  vexatiously  sued 
in  the  superior,  when  he  might  have  been  sued  in  the  in- 
ferior Courts,  and  out  of  the  proper  county.  The  section 
is,  in  my  view  of  it,  an  additional  boon  to  the  subject:  it 
goes  beyond  the  grievance  recited,  but  it  is  within  the 
general  object  of  the  act,  the  ease  and  relief  of  persons 
sued.  We  see,  therefore,  no  reason  in  the  context  con- 
tained in  the  recital  for  putting  a  narrow  construction  on 
the  general  words  of  this  clause ;  and  there  is  no  other 
part  of  the  act  which  can  have  that  effect.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  proviso  (the  5th  section),  which  clearly  includes 
some  actions  in  which  the  remedy  was  in  the  superior 
courts  alone,  affords  an  argument, — we  do  not  say  a  con- 
clusive one  (for  the  proviso  may  have  been  inserted  for  the 
sake  of  caution), — but  still  it  affords  some  argument,  that 
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1838.        some  part  of  the  statute  was  intended  to  apply  to  other 

penal  statutes  than  those  in  which  the  remedy  was  either 

V.  in  the  superior  or  inferior  Courts,  at  the  option  of  the  in- 

former;  and,  if  so,  the  section  in  question,  being  in  its 

terms  general,  may  well  answer  that  description. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  context 
which  Hmits  the  general  language  of  the  fourth  section, 
and  there  is  not  certainly  any  judicial  exposition  of  this 
«^e/f on  (though  of  all  the  other  sections  there  is  (o),)  which 
confines  it  to  that  class  of  actions  which  was  capable  of 
being  brought  either  in  superior  or  inferior  Courts  at  the 
time  of  the  passing  of  the  21  Jac.  1,  or  to  actions  by  com- 
mon informers. 

There  is,  indeed,  a  dictum  of  Lord  Mansfield's  in  the 
course  of  the  argument  of  the  case  of  Sibly  v.  Cuming  (&), 
which  it  is  proper  to  notice.  It  was  an  action  of  debt 
for  bribery  on  the  2  Geo.  2,  c.  24,  and  the  question  was, 
whether,  under  nil  debet,  the  defendant  could  prove  that 
he  was  a  discoverer  under  the  act,  so  as  to  be  excused 
from  the  penalties.  In  the  course  of  the  argument  Mr. 
Mansfield  contended  that  the  right  to  give  that  evidence 
did  not  depend  upon  the  old  rules  of  pleading  only,  for 
the  act  of  21  Jac.  l,c.  4,  extended  to  actions  upon  subse- 
quent statutes,  which  Lord  Mansjield  denied.  No  deci- 
sion was,  however,  ultimately  given  on  that  point,  for  the 
Court  held  that  the  defendant  was  not  a  discoverer  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute  ;  and  Lord  MaTisJlelcTs  denial 
may  have  been  directed  to  the  general  proposition  that  the 
uchole  of  the  statute  21  Jac.  1,  applied  to  subsequent  sta- 
tutes, as  well  as  those  in  force  nt  the  lime,  which  it  cer- 
tainly does  not,  as  it  has  been  frequently  held  that  every 
subsequent  statute  which  imposes  a  penalty  to  be  recovered 
in  (lie  superior  Courts,  gives  a  new  remedy  to  which  the 


(a)  Lord  Kenyan,  in  Leigh  v.  Kent,  3  T.  R.  364 ;  1  Salk.  3/2,  373. 

{b)  Burr.  2467. 
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statute  of  James  does  not  apply :  Hick's  case  {a).     We         1838. 
are  strongly  inclined  to  think  that  the  fourth  section  does 
apply  to  all  subsequent  statutes ;  probably  it  was  on  this  v. 

ground  that  tbe  Court  of  King's  Bench  intimated  their 
opinion  in  the  case  of  Faulkner  v.  Chevelif  that  not  guilty 
was  a  proper  plea;  but  whether  the  subsequent  statutes 
be  within  this  clause  of  the  statute  or  not,  the  dictum  of 
Lord  Mansjleld,  above  referred  to,  does  not  bear  on  this 
question,  whether  the  fourth  section  applies  to  all  penal 
actions,  or  only  to  penal  actions  of  a  particular  descrip- 
tion. 

It  was  argued  for  the  plaintiff  that  at  common  law,  before 
the  statute,  not  guilty  or  nil  debet  were  both  good  pleas 
to  an  action  of  debt  for  the  treble  value  of  tithes:  Lang" 
ley  V.  Haynes  {b)t  Johns  v.  Carne{c),  Wortley  v.  Herping^ 
ham  (d),  all  prior  to  the  statute  21  Jac.  1,  as  unquestion- 
ably they  were,  and  therefore  that  the  right  to  plead  those 
pleas  was  not  given  by  the  statute  in  the  case  of  this  par- 
ticular action.  That  is  true,  but  it  is  equally  true  of  every 
other  penal  action  ;  and,  besides,  the  statute  does  more 
than  give  the  right  to  plead  such  pleas,  for  it  allows  the 
defendant  to  give  in  evidence,  under  those  pleas,  any 
matter  which,  if  pleaded,  would  have  been  sufficient  inlaw 
to  discharge  the  defendant  from  that  information  or  suit, 
and  every  such  matter  might  probably  not  have  been  given 
in  evidence  under  the  general  issue  at  common  law,  as  the 
law  was  then  understood. 

For  these  reasons,  which  we  have  given  at  some  length 
on  account  of  the  importance  of  the  case,  we  think  the 
plea  good  ;  but  the  plaintiflf  may,  if  he  pleases,  withdraw 
the  demurrer,  and  join  issue  on  payment  of  costs. 

(a)  1  Salk.  372.  (c)  Cro.  Eliz.  621. 

(b)  Moore,  302.  (d)  Ibid.  766. 
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Id  an  action  oo 
an  attorney'! 
bill,  to  which 
there  was  a  tet- 
off,  the  cause 
being  partially 
heard,  was 
referred  to  the 
Master,  who 
was  to  enter 
into  the  whole 
account.    The 
Maater  found  a 
balance  in  fa- 
vour of  the 
plaintiff  of  2iL 

that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  entitled 
to  costs  upon 
the  higher 
scale  without 
the  Judge's 
certificate. 


Parker,  executrix,  r.  Serle. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  to  recover  the  amount  of  an  attor* 
ney's  bill.  The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  non-assumpsit ; 
secondly,  that  the  work  was  done  by  an  unqualified  person 
in  the  name  of  the  attorney  ;  thirdly,  payment ;  and  lastly, 
a  set-oif.  The  cause  came  on  for  trial  before  Lord  Den^ 
matifC  J.,  and  was  partially  heard^  when  counsel  consented 
to  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  two  first  issues,  the  bill 
to  be  referred  for  taxation,  and  the  Master  to  enter  into 
the  whole  account.  The  Master  allowed  the  plaintiff's 
claim,  amounting  to  122/.,  and  also  the  defendant's  set-off, 
to  the  amount  of  119/.  10^.,  leaving  a  balance  in  favour  of 
the  plaintiff  of  2/.  12^.  Upon  this  the  master  refused  to 
tax  the  costs  upon  the  higher  scale,  and  a  summons  for 
that  purpose  was  taken  out  before  Lord  Denman,  who 
thought  he  had  no  power  to  interfere. 

V.  Lee  now  made  a  similar  motion.  The  learned  Judge 
has  power  to  certify  at  any  time  that  this  was  a  proper 
cause  to  be  tried  in  the  superior  Courts.  In  the  "  direc- 
tions to  taxing  officers,  the  words  tried  before  a  Judge  in 
one  of  the  superior  Courts,  or  Judge  of  assize,"  do  not 
mean  that  the  Judge  is  to  hear  the  whole  cause,  but  that 
the  cause  is  "brought  on  for  trial'*:  NoJces  v.  Fraxer  (a), 
Broggrefv,  Hawke  {b). 

Parke,  B. — There  is  no  doubt  the  Chief  Justice  has 
power  to  certify,  and  without  his  certificate  we  cannot 
grant  your  application.  This  Court  decided  last  term,  in 
the  case  of  Wallen  v.  Smith  (c),that  when  a  case  was  re- 
ferred to  an  arbitrator  who  awarded  a  sum  less  than  20/., 
that  was  a  sum  recovered  within  the  meaning  of  the  direc- 
tions to  taxing  officers  {d). 


(a)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  339. 

(b)  Ante,  Vol.  6,  p.  67* 

(c)  Ibid.  p.  103. 


(d)  See    Savage  v.  Liptcombe, 
ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  365. 
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GowER  V.  Elkins. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  for  work  and  labour,  goods  sold,  where  ■  anai- 
&c     The  writ  issued  the  1st  of  September,  endorsed  for  "**"•",'•*'"' 

r  »  out  to  atay  pro- 

289/.    On  the  21st  of  November  the  plaintiff  declared,  and  ce«iingtonpay. 
on  the  19th  of  December  defendant  took  out  a  summons  uiniiimand 
to  stay  proceedings  on  payment  of  150/.  and  costs,  in  ad-  ^S*to  accept 
dition  to  28/.  8*.  5rf.,  the  amount  of  a  set-off.     The  sum-  *•>•*  •""> '»»» 

not  render  the 

mons  was  attended  before  BoUand,  B.,  when  the  plaintiff  piaimifi* liable 
refused  to  accept  the  150/.,  alleging  more  to  be  due,  and  quentcwtlT 
the  summons   was  endorsed  accordinizly.     Subsequently      Butifihe 

^  °  •'  ^  •'    turn  tendered  bt 

the  defendant  pleaded  non-assumpsit  and  a  set-off,  but  afterwardit  paid 
did  not  pay  the  150/.  into  Court.     Application  had  been  accepted  by  the 
made  to  the  Master  as  to  the  practice,  and  he  stated  that  5^**"J|,f;  \^^^[ 
the  refusal  to  accept  the  150/.  would  make  the  plaintiff  sequent  costa. 
liable  for  all  the  costs  subsequent  to  the  offer. 

Rawe  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  defend* 
ant  should  not  pay  into  Court  the  150/.,  and  amend  his 
pleas,  or  why,  in  default  thereof,  the  plaintiff  should  not 
be  free  from  his  liability  to  pay  costs. 

Parke,  B.— If  a  defendant  is  once  ready  to  pay  a  given 
sum,  and  the  plaintiff  refuses  to  receive  it,  alleging  more 
to  be  due,  and  afterwards  the  defendant  pays  that  sum 
into  Court  and  the  plaintiff  takes  it  out,  that  is  prima 
facie  evidence  of  oppressive  conduct,  and  of  an  endeavour 
to  make  costs ;  and,  unless  some  explanation  be  given,  the 
Court  will  order  the  defendant  to  be  excused  from  the  in* 
termediate  costs  and  make  the  plaintiff  pay  the  defendant's 
costs  incurred  since  the  offer.  The  opinion  of  the  Master 
has  arisen  from  a  misapprehension  of  an  order  made  in 
some  cases,  viz.  that  unless  the  plaintiff  recovers  a  certain 
sum  which  he  has  already  refused,  he  must  pay  costs.  In 
the  present  case  there  is  no  occasion  to  grant  a  rule. 

Rule  refused. 
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Wbere,  on  re- 
ference of  an 
•Uomey'i  bill 
to  uzatioD,the 
pardes  agree  to 
wdve  the  de- 
delWery  of  a 
ligned  bill, 
prim&  facie  thef 
waive  the  ope- 
ration of  the 
2  Geo.  2,  c  23| 
•a  to  payment 
of  the  coita  of 
taxation* 


Gekrard  V.  Arnold. 

JLN  this  case  the  usual  order  was  made  for  the  taxation 
of  an  attorney's  bill.  More  than  one-sixth  having  been 
taken  off  on  taxation,  the  attorney  was  ordered  to  pay  the 
costs. 

Erie  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  order  that 
the  attorney  should  pay  the  costs  should  not  be  dis- 
charged, on  the  ground  that  no  signed  bill  had  been  deli- 
livered.  The  Court  had  no  direct  power  to  order  an  at- 
torney's bill  to  be  taxed  independent  of  2  Geo.  2,  c.  23: 
Doe  d.  Palmer  v.  lioe  (a) ;  and  the  mere  act  of  taxation  is 
no  consent  by  the  party  to  waive  it :  Howard  v.  Groom  (A). 
An  unsigned  bill  referred  to  the  Master  is  a  mere  refe* 
rence  to  him. 


Petersdorff  shewed  cause  upon  an  affidavit  that  it  was 
agreed  that  a  signed  bill  should  be  dispensed  with.  [^Parke, 
B. — The  question  is,  whether,  by  waiving  the  delivery  of 
a  signed  bill,  you  do  not  waive  the  operation  of  the  sta- 
tute so  far  as  at  it  gives  an  authority  to  order  the  attor- 
ney to  pay  the  costs.  Your  affidavit  ought  to  shew  that 
it  was  the  intention  that  all  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
should  be  adopted ;  if  they  intended  to  waive  the  statute, 
prima  facie  they  waived  all  its  consequences.] 

Per  Curiam. — The  rule  must  be  absolute. 


(a)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  95. 


(6)  Ibid.  21. 
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FaRWIG  V.  CoCKERTON. 

jR.  r.  RICHARDS  moved  to  rescind  an  order  of  Parke,  j'J,;,*;;^'hriMue 
B.,  for  amendinfir  the  record  in  this  case,  and  to  set  aside  "nd  the  writ  of 

°  .  ,  trial  may  be 

the  verdict  and  subsequent  proceedings.     It  was  a  writ  of  amended  at  an} 
trial  before  the  Secondary  in  London,  and  upon  the  cause 
being  called  on,  and  before  tlie  jury  were  sworn,  the  defend- 
ant objected  that  there  was  a  variance  between  the  issue 
and  the  record,  inasmuch  as  the  latter  omitted  the  date  of 
the  writ  of  summons.    The  plaintiff  insisted  upon  proceed- 
ing with   the  trial,  and  obtained  a  verdict,  the  defendant 
conducting  his  case  under  protest.  On  an  apphcation  being 
subsequently  made  to  Parke,  B.,  he  ordered  that  the  re- 
cord should  be  amended  by  inserting  the  date  of  the  wr.t 
of  summons.      [Parke,  B. — I  made  the   order  for   the 
amendment  on  the  authority  of   Cox  v.  Painter,  in  the 
New  Term  Reports  (a).     An  incorrect  statement  of  the 
date  of  the  writ  of  summons  in  the  writ  of  trial  has  been 
held  a  sufficient  ground  for  setting   aside   the  verdict ; 
Wig/it  V.  Perrers  (6).     So  an  omission  to  transcribe  into 
the  issue  the  dates  of  the  pleadings  was  held  to  constitute 
a  variance  of  which  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  avail 
himself  after  trial,  and  after  the  roll  was  made  up,  al- 
though the  date  appeared  upon  the  roll ;   Worihington  v. 
Wigley  (c). 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — You  are  now  too  late  to  contend 
that  the  trial  was  irregular.  You  should  have  stood  upon 
that  objection  at  the  time. 

Parke,  B. — I  think  you  should  not  have  the  benefit  of 
the  trial  as  well  as  of  the  objection.  Your  proper  course 
would  have  been  not  to  have  appeared.     The  question  is 

(a)  1  W.  W.  &  D.  228.  {b)  Ante,  Vol.  6,  p.  463. 

(c)  Ibid.  209.    See  Rohinton  v.  Roland,  ante,  p.  271- 
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Farwio 

V. 
COCKERTON. 


whether  there  is  not  a  power  to  amend  under  the  the  pro- 
viso in  the  rule.  It  states  "that  issues,  judgments,  and 
other  proceedings  in  actions  commenced  by  process  under 
2  Will.  4,  c.  39,  shall  be  in  the  several  forms  in  the  sche- 
dule hereunto  annexed,  or  to  the  like  effect,  mutatis  mu- 
tandis— Provided  that  in  case  of  non-compliance  the 
Court  or  a  Judge  may  give  leave  to  amend  (a)."  Under 
this  proviso  it  appeared  to  me  that  I  might  order  an 
amendment  at  any  time. 

Rule  refused  (&). 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  32?. 
(6)  See  Blissett  v.  Farrant,  C.  P.  H.  T.  1838. 


Where  two  ac» 
tions  were 
brought  on  po- 
licies of  insur- 
ance by  the 
same  plaintiffs 
against  different 
defendants,  the 
Court  refused  to 
make  a  consoli- 
dation rule  upon 
the  terms  of  the 
plaintiff'  and  the 
defendant  being 
concluded  by 
the  verdict  in 
one  action, 
against  the  con- 
aent  of  the 
pUinti£ 


McGregor  and  Another  v,  Horsfall. 
M'Gregor  and  Another  v.  Smith. 

X  HERE  were  two  actions  brought  by  the  same  plaintiff 
on  two  policies  of  insurance  effected  with  two  different 
companies,  of  which  the  defendants  were  chairmen.  After 
the  declaration  had  been  dehvered,  a  summons  to  consoli- 
date the  actions  was  served  on  the  plaintiffs.  The  parties 
attended  before  Parke^  B.  at  chambers,  who  made  the  fol- 
lowing order — ''  I  do  order,  that  upon  submission  of  the 
plaintiffs  and  the  last-named  defendant,  to  be  bound  and 
concluded  by  such  verdict  as  shall  be  found  in  the  first- 
mentioned  action  (provided  the  same  shall  be  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  Judge  before  whom  the  same  shall  be  tried) 
the  defendant  in  the  first-mentioned  action  admitting  his 
subscription  to  the  policy  in  question,  by  his  authorised 
agents  named  in  the  declaration,  all  further  proceedings 
in  the  last-mentioned  action  be  stayed." 


Cresswell  having  obtained  a  rule  to  rescind  or  amend 
this  order, 
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Wightman  shewed   cause.  —  The   plaintiffs  state  no         1838. 
grounds  for  wishing  to  try  one  action  rather  than  the      "  _  ' 
other,  but  merely  object  to  being  bound  by  the  one  fixed  «• 

upon.  Doyle  v.  Anderson  (a)  will,  perhaps,  be  cited  on 
the  other  side,  but  that  case  must  be  considered  as  over- 
ruled by  HoUingsworthw.  Brodrick{b).  [Parke,  B. — That 
case  only  decided  that  an  order  for  consolidation  can  be 
made  without  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff.  Have  you  any 
precedent  for  binding  the  plaintiff  against  his  consent?] 
Hollingsworth  v.  Brodrick  appears  to  be  an  authority  on 
that  point. 

Cresswell,  contrs^. — The  plaintiffs  do  not  object  that  the 
actions  should  be  consolidated,  but  they  claim  a  right  to 
try  which  they  please.  This  is  not  the  case  of  ordinary 
policies,  but  of  two  different  policies  effected  with  dif- 
ferent companies.  No  instance  can  be  shewn  of  a  conso- 
lidation without  consent,  where  there  are  different  poli- 
cies. In  Doyle  v.  Anderson,  the  Court  decided  that  they 
could  not  bind  the  plaintiff  without  his  consent.  Hol^ 
lingsworih  v.  Brodrick  does  not  shake  that  decision.  The 
plaintiffs  are  willing  to  consolidate  upon  the  following 
terms  : — the  plaintiffs  to  select  which  action  shall  be  tried, 
the  defendant  agreeing  to  be  bound  by  the  verdict  in  that ; 
the  defendants*  interests  in  the  policy  to  be  admitted,  and 
if  he  pays  money  into  Court,  money  is  also  to  be  paid  into 
Court  in  the  other  action. 

Parke,  B. — Unless  the  terms  that  are  offered  are 
agreed  to  in  a  week,  the  rule  for  rescinding  the  order 
must  be  made  absolute. 

(a)  1  Ad.  &  £1.  635.  {b)  4  Ad.  &  El.  646. 
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Armitage  V,  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company. 

In  an  action  for  J.  HE  declaration  stated,  that  at  the  time  of  committing 

the  pU?n*S*s*  ^^^  grievances,  &c.,  to  wit,  &c.,  the  plaintiff*  was  a  pas- 

*hl"*h**/ '^^^^  senger  in  and  by  a  certain  carriage,  forming  part  of  a  cer- 

was  the  result  tain  train  of  railway  carriages,  then  being  on  a  journey  on 

ofthenegli-  .  ,  .  .1  .  .,  1  11    1 

gence  of  both  '  Rnd  by  a  certam  railway,  to  wit,  a  railway  commonly  called 
in  substantias  ^^^  Liverpool  and  Manchester  Railway;  and  the  said 
well  as  form,       company  was  also  possessed  of  a  certain  other  train  of 

for  it  amounts 

to  the  general     railway  Carriages,  then  also  journeying  on  and  by  the  said 

railway,  under  the  care  and  management  of  certain  ser- 
vants of  the  said  company,  nevertheless,  the  said  company, 
by  their  said  servants,  so  carelessly,  negligently,  and  im- 
properly behaved  and  conducted  themselves,  in  or  about 
the  management,  controul,  and  direction  of  the  said  train 
of  the  said  company,  that  the  same,  by  and  through  the 
default,  carelessness,  negligence,  unskilfulness,  and  impro- 
per conduct  of  the  said  servants  of  the  said  company,  there 
to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  with  great  force 
and  violence  ran  upon  and  against  the  said  train  of  car- 
riages, in  one  whereof  the  plaintiff  then  was  being  carried 
as  aforesaid,  and  struck  against  the  same,  by  means 
whereof  the  said  last-mentioned  train  was  then  very  much 
injured,  and  the  said  carriage  in  which  the  plaintiff  then  was 
as  aforesaid,  was  driven  in,  broken  to  pieces,  and  destroyed, 
and  thereby  the  plaintiff  suffered  a  concussion  of  the  brain, 
and  he  was  otherwise  greatly  wounded,  lacerated,  bruised, 
and  injured,  &c. 

The  defendants  pleaded,  that  before  and  at  the  time 
of  committing  the  said  grievances  in  the  said  declara- 
tion alleged,  the  said  train  of  carriages,  in  one  whereof 
the  plaintiff  was  a  passenger,  did  not  belong  to  the  de- 
fendants, nor  was  the  same  under  the  care  and  manage- 
ment of  the  defendants,  or  of  the  servants  of  the  defend- 
ants, but  under  the  care  and  management  of  other  per- 
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sons;  and  the  defendants  further  say,  that  before  and  at 
the  time  when,  &c.,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  the  said 
train  of  railway  carriages  of  the  said  defendants  were 
lawfully  proceeding  on  the  said  railway,  and  that  the  per- 
sons who  had  the  management,  controul,  and  direction  of 
the  said  train  of  carriages,  in  one  whereof  the  said  plain- 
tifF  was  then  being  carried,  carelessly,  negligently,  and 
improperly  behaved  and  conducted  themselves,  in  and 
about  the  management,  controul,  and  direction,  of  the  last- 
mentioned  train  of  carriages,  and  that  in  part  by  and 
through  the  default,  carelessness,  or  negligence,  unskil- 
fulness,  or  improper  conduct  of  the  last-menti  )ned  per- 
sons, as  well  as  in  part  by  and  through  the  default,  care- 
lessness, &c.,  by  or  on  the  part  of  the  servants  of  the  de- 
fendants in  and  about  the  management,  controul,  and  di- 
rection of  the  said  train,  that  the  said  train  of  carriages  of 
the  said  defendants  ran  upon  and  against  the  said  train  of 
carriages,  in  one  whereof  the  plaintiflTthen  was  being  car- 
ried, and  struck  against  the  same,  and  occasioned  the  da- 
mage, wounds,  lacerations,  bruises,  and  injuries,  in  the 
said  declaration  mentioned,  and  this  the  defendants  are 
ready  to  verify,  &c. 

Demurrer,  assigning  for  cause  that  the  plea  amounts  to 
the  plea  of  not  guilty,  otherwise  the  general  issue,  and  is 
argumentative,  and  that  the  allegations  therein  are  respec- 
tively averments  of  evidence,  and  not  of  facts ;  and  that 
the  same  consists  of  matter  of  law,  and  not  of  matters  of 
fact,  on  which  any  apt  or  material  issue  can  be  taken. 


1838. 
Armitaob 

V. 

Grand 
junctium 
Railway 
Company. 


Cowlings  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  was  stopped  by 
the  Court. 


Nevile,  in  support  of  the  plea. — The  rule  of  law  is,  that 
if  the  mischief  is  the  result  of  the  negligence  of  both 
parties,  neither  can  recover  against  the  other.     Vennallv. 
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Railway 
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Oarner  (a),  Pluckwell  v.  Wilson  (6),  Luxford  v.  Large  (c), 
Vanderplants  v.  Miller  (rf).  The  plea  is  in  confession  and 
avoidance ;  it  admits  a  negligence,  and  avoids  it  by  shewing 
that  the  plaintiff  was  also  guilty  of  negligence.  Although 
the  facts  stated  might  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  plea 
of  not  guilty,  yet  there  is  no  objection  to  the  present  plea, 
inasmuch  as  it  presents  to  the  Court  matter  of  law.  Where, 
in  an  action  for  disturbance  of  common,  it  was  pleaded 
that  A.  being  seised  of  such  lands,  with  all  commons  and 
emoluments  to  the  premises  belonging  or  therewith  used, 
conveyed  them  to  the  defendant,  and  that  the  tenants  and 
occupiers  of  the  said  lands,  &c.,  had  used  to  have  com- 
mon therein,  virtute  eujus,  he  having  right,  and  put  his 
cattle  in  to  take  common  there,  and  that  there  was  suffi- 
cient common  both  for  the  plaintiff  and  himself;  although 
this  amounted  to  the  general  issue,  yet  it  was  held  good, 
as  it  also  disclosed  matter  of  law.  Birch  v.  JVilson  {e). 
The  plea  would  be  good  as  a  special  verdict,  and  if  so,  is 
not  bad  on  demurrer.  The  probable  cause  may  be  spe- 
cially pleaded  to  an  action  for  a  malicious  prosecution, 
though  in  effect  it  amounts  to  the  general  issue;  Pain  v. 
Rochester  (f),  Newton  v.  Creswick  (g).  Here,  the  matter 
of  law  raised  by  the  plea  is,  whether  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff  excuses  the  negligence  of  the 
defendant.  [Parke,  B. — There  is  no  doubt  the  defence 
might  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue;  I  am 
in  the  constant  habit  of  striking  out  such  pleas  at  chambers. 
But  I  doubt  whether  the  plea  is  not  also  bad  in  substance ; 
it  is  quite  consistent  with  the  facts  alleged  in  the  plea  that 
both  parties  were  guilty  of  negligence,  and  yet  the  plain tff 
16  entitled  to  recover.     Suppose  the  plaintiff  improperly 


(fl)  1  C.  &  M.  21. 
(6)  6  C.  &  P.  376. 

(c)  Ibid.  421. 

(d)  M.  &  M.  169. 


(0  2  Mod.  276. 
if)  Cro.  Eliz.  871. 
(g)  3  Mod.  165, 
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placed  his  carriage,  and  the  defendant  ran  against  it, 
though  the  plaintiff  was  in  fault,  yet  the  defendant  would 
be  liable  fur  not  avoiding  it  when  he  was  able  to  do  so. 
Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — It  amounts  to  this,  that  if  there  was 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff 
could  have  avoided  the  consequences  of  that  negligence 
by  ordinary  care  on  his  part,  then  the  injury  is  not  attri- 
butable to  the  defendant.] 


SiS 


1838. 
Armitaqe 

V. 

Grand 
Junction 
Railway 

Coy  PAN  Y. 


Cowling,  contra,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  think  the  plea  is  bad  in  sub- 
stance :  there  appears  to  me  no  question  of  law  arising 
upon  it. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  also  of  opinion  that  the  plea  is  bad ; 
every  word  of  it  may  be  true,  and  still  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  recover.  The  true  principle  upon  which  a 
party  is  prevented  from  recovering  in  a  case  like  the 
present  is  stated  in  Butterfield  v.  Forrester  (a),  namely — 
that  the  accident  has  occurred  by  his  own  default.  Where 
there  is  a  negligence  of  both  parties,  the  defendant,  may, 
nevertheless,  be  responsible  for  the  consequences.  There 
may  be  a  want  of  care  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  put- 
ting his  carriage  in  a  wrong  position,  yet  if  the  defendant, 
by  want  of  ordinary  care,  ran  against  him,  the  plaintiff 
would  be  entitled  to  recover.  I  think  this  defence  was 
clearly  open  under  the  general  issue. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff. 


(a)  II  East,  60. 
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In  an  affidavit 
to  hold  to  bail 
in  case,  for  in- 
jury to  plain- 
tiff'! reversion- 
ary interest  in 
certain  pre- 
mises, it  is  suffi- 
cient to  swear 
to  the  amount 
of  damage  ac- 
cording to  de- 
ponent's "  ifi' 
formation  and 
belief,"  and  it 
is  no  objection 
that  the  affida- 
vit is  made  by 
the  plaintiff's 
attorney,  and 
not  by  a  bvr- 
veyor. 


Hodgson  r.  Dowell. 

UN  the  12th  of  December,  the  derenclant  was  arrested 
for  50/.,  by  order  of  Gurney^  B.,  upon  an  affidavit  made 
by  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  which  stated  that  the  said 
William  Dowell  did,  on  or  about  the  2()th  day  of  Novem- 
ber last,  commence  pulling  down,  taking  down,  and 
destroying,  and  from  thence  hath  proceeded  in  pulling 
down,  and  taking  down,  and  destroying  the  front  and  back 
parts^  and  the  roof  and  tiling,  and  many  other  parts  of  the 
said  shop,  house,  and  premises,  and  hath  committed  great 
waste  and  destruction  of  those  premises,  already  amount- 
ing,  as  this  deponent  has  been  informed  and  believes^  to 
63/.  11^.,  at  the  least ;  and  the  said  William  Dowell  hath 
carried  away  the  materials  and  things  arising  therefrom, 
and  appropriated  the  same  to  his  own  use. 

On  the  ]3th  of  December,  application  was  made  to 
Parke^  B.,  at  chambers,  to  rescind  the  order  of  Gurnet/^ 
B.,  and  to  discharge  the  defendant  out  'of  custody  on 
entering  a  common  appearance,  on  the  ground  of  the  in- 
sufficiency of  the  affidavit.  It  was  objected  that  the  affi- 
davit should  have  been  made  by  a  surveyor,  or  some  per- 
son competent  to  judge  of  the  amount  of  the  damage,  and 
not  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney ;  and  also  that  the  amount 
of  damage  ought  to  have  been  positively  sworn  to.  The 
learned  Judge  having  refused  to  interfere. 


Hurlstoney   on    the    13th  of  January,  made  a   similar 
application  in  Court,  and  obtained  a  rule,  against  which 


J,  L.  Adolphus  shewed  cause,  upon  an  affidavit  that 
the  defendant  had  applied  for  particulars  of  the  damage, 
and  had  demanded  a  declaration. 

The  rule  of  H.  T,  2  Will.  4,  s.  33,  provides  that  "  no 
application  to  set  aside  process  or  proceedings  for  irregu- 
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larity  shall  be  allowed,  unless  made  within  a  reasonable         IS3S» 
time,  nor  if  the  party  applying  has  taken  a  fresh  step      hodoiow 
after  knowledge  of  the  irregularity.    Here,  the  defendant,  •• 

by  taking  a  step  in  the  cause,  has  waived  the  alleged  ir- 
regularity. [Alderson,  B. — The  step  taken  by  the  defen- 
dant is  collateral  to  the  question  arising  on  this  motion.  The 
defendant  does  not  seek  to  set  aside  any  proceedings,  but 
only  that  he  shall  try  the  cause  out  of  prison,  instead  of  in 
prison.  Wherever  the  setting  aside  proceedings  would 
set  aside  a  step  which  the  party  has  himself  taken,  it  is 
reasonable  that  that  should  preclude  him.  Parke,  B. — 
The  demand  of  a  declaration  is  to  quicken  the  plaintiff's 
proceeding.  Have  you  any  authority  shewing  that  to  be  a 
waiver?]  In  Powell  y.  Fisher  {a),  the  taking  a  step  is  ex- 
plained to  mean  doing  anything  to  recognize  previous  pro- 
ceedings as  valid.  [Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — I  have  always 
understood  the  practice  to  be  in  favour  of  persons  in  pri- 
son. Parke^  B. — I  should  be  very  reluctant  to  say  that 
asking  for  particulars  is  taking  such  a  step  in  the  cause  as 
would  preclude  a  defendant  from  objecting  to  the  affidavit 
to  hold  to  bail.  The  defendant,  being  in  prison,  may  want 
to  know  what  the  plaintiff  is  proceeding  for.] 

Secondly,  the  affidavit  is  sufficient ;  when  the  damages 
are  unliquidated,  it  is  impossible  to  swear  to  the  extent 
of  the  damage,  except  by  information  and  belief.  A  more 
positive  statement  is  not  required,  where,  from  the  nature 
of  the  question,  the  party  could  only  have  a  ground  of 
belief,  and  could  not  make  a  direct  assertion ;  Hobson  v. 
Campbell  (6).  Perjury  might  be  assigned  on  this  affidavit, 
if  the  defendant  had  no  reason  to  believe  that  such  was 
the  amount  of  damage.  If  a  surveyor  had  sworn  to  ti)e 
amount,  he  could  only  have  spoken  to  the  best  of  his 
knowledge  and  belief.     [Parke,  B. — It  has  been  decided 

(a)  Q.  B.,  not  yet  reported.  (b)  1  H.  Bl.  245. 
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16^.         that  the  12  Geo.  \,  c.  29,  applies  only  to  arrests  made  by 
HoDGsoM       *^®   plaintiflp  himself,  and   not   to   those   made   under  a 
»•  Judge's  order  (a).] 

Kelli/  and  Hurlstone,  contra. — First,  the  obtaining  par- 
ticulars of  the  damage  is  not  such  a  step  as  to  preclude 
the  plaintiff*  from  objecting  to  the  affidavit.  It  is  entirely 
collateral  to  the  subject  of  this  application,  and  the  de- 
mand of  a  declaration  in  no  respect  places  the  plaintiff*  in 
a  different  situation.  Secondly,  the  affidavit  is  defec- 
tive ;  although  the  12  Geo.  1,  c.  29,  may  not  be  binding  on 
the  Judges,  yet  they  have  made  it  the  guide  of  their  dia- 
cretion,  and  have  refused  to  make  orders  of  this  kind, 
unless  satisfied  that  damage  was  done  to  an  arrestable 
amount.  Where,  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  (as  in  cases 
of  aggravated  assault),  no  specific  damage  can  be  sworn 
to,  the  Judge  forms  his  own  opinion  as  to  the  amount  of 
damage  a  jury  would  probably  give,  but  here,  the  damage 
might  have  been  clearly  ascertained,  and  positively  sworn 
to.  The  only  cases  in  which  a  party  is  permitted  to  swear 
to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  and  belief  are  those  of  ex- 
ecutors and  administrators,  or  the  assignees  of  a  bank- 
rupt (&).  Here,  the  affidavit  is  made  by  the  attorney  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  from  any  thing  that  appears,  he  may 
never  have  seen  the  premises.  This  statement  would  not 
form  even  a  prim&  facie  case  for  a  jury. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — The  question  is,  whether  enough 
is  stated  in  this  affidavit  to  justify  the  learned  Judge  io 
holding  the  defendant  to  bail  for  50/.  The  Judges  are  to 
exercise  their  own  discretion  on  such  applications ;  and, 
looking  at  the  whole  affidavit,  form  their  own  judgment  as 
to  the  amount  of  damage.  In  the  present  case,  there  is  no 
difficulty  in   forming  a  probable   conjecture   as  to   the 

(fl)  Omealy  v.  Netoell,  8  East,  364.  :  (b)  1  Tidd,  182. 
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amount  of  the  injury.     The  declaration  states  ^^  that  the         1838. 
defendant,  on  the  26th  November,  commenced  pulling 
down,  taking  down,  and  destroying,  and  from  thence  hath  «• 

proceeded  in  pulling  down,  and  taking  down,  and  destroy- 
ing the  front  and  back  parts,  and  the  roof  and  tiling,  and 
many  other  parts  of  the  said  shop  and  premises."  It  ap- 
pears to  me  that  the  affidavit  sufficiently  shews  that 
damage  has  been  done  to  the  premises,  and  deponent 
states  he  believes  it  to  amount  to  63/.  1  Is.  The  adding 
that  he  is  informed  and  believes  does  not  alter  the  esti- 
mate. A  surveyor  could  have  said  no  more :  it  is  only  a 
matter  of  opinion  on  inspection  of  the  premises. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Alderson,  B. — I  think  the  principle  of  the  case  of  ex- 
ecutors and  assignees  governs  this.  The  deponent  has 
given  as  much  information  as  he  could  reasonably  be  ex- 
pected to  give. 


GuRNEY,  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 


PuRNELL  V.  Young. 

ARESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  a  stable  and   Totretpaufor 
takincr  away  a  horse,  and  assaultini?  the  plaintiff.     Pleas —  breaking  and 

o  J  '  o  I  entenng  plain- 

first,  not  guilty  ;  secondly,  that  the  said  stable  was  not  the  tiff'ntabie,  and 

stable  of  the  plaintiff;  thirdly,  as  to  the  breaking  and  defendant pieiud* 
entering  the  stable,  leave  and  license;  fourthly,  as  to  ^."S^^jJ^i', 
takins  the  horse,  that  it  was  not  the  plaintiff's;  fifthly,  as  ^f**  not  the 

^  ^  ,      ,  ^  >  />  pUinUff'8,and 

to  the  assault,  son  assault  demesne.  leave  and  li- 

cenie.     A  ver- 
dict having 

been  found  for  the  plaintiff,  with  one  farthing  damages,  the  Judge  certified  under  the  48  Elii.  c. 

6: — Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  full  costs,  notwithstanding  the  Judge's  certificate. 

A  a2 
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1838.  The  cause  was  tried  before  Patteson,  J.,  at  the  Mon- 

mouth Summer  Assizes,  1836,  when  a  verdict  was  found 
for  the  plaintiff,  with  one  farthing  damages,  on  the  four 
first  issues,  and  for  the  defendant  on  the  last.  The  learned 
Judge  certified  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs  under  the 
43  Ehz.  c.  6. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  by  /?.  V,  Richards^ 
for  the  Master  to  tax  the  plaintiff  his  costs,  notwithstand- 
ing the  Judge's  certificate, 

Maule  shewed  cause. — The  question  turns  upon   the 
construction  of  the  43  Eliz.  c.  6,  s.  2,  and  the  2'Z  and  23 
Car.  2,  c.  9,  s.  136.     The   statute  of  Elizabeth   enacts, 
"  that  if  upon  any  action  personal  to  be  brought  in  any  of 
her  Majesty's  Courts  at  Westminster,  not  being  for  any 
title  or  interest  of  lands,  nor  concerning  the  freehold  or 
inheritance   of  any  lands,  nor  for  any  battery,  it  shall 
appear  to  the  Judges  of  the  same  Court,  and  so  signified 
or  set  down  by  the  justices  before  whom  the  same  shall  be 
tried,  that  the  debt  or  damages  to  be  recovered  therein  in 
the  same  Court  shall  not  amount  to   the  sum  of  forty 
shillings,  or  above,  that  in  every  such  case  the  Judges  and 
Justices  before  whom  any  such  action  shall  be  pursued, 
shall  not  award  for  costs  to  the  party  plaintiff  any  greater 
or  more  costs  than  the  sum  of  the  debt  or  damages  so 
recovered  shall  amount  unto,  but  less  at  their  discretion." 
The  statute  of  Charles  enacts,  that  in  all  actions  of  tres- 
pass, assault,  and   battery,  and   other  personal   actions, 
wherein  the  Judge  at  the  trial  of  the  cause  shall  not  find 
and  certify  under  his  hand,  upon  the  back  of  the  record, 
that  an  assault  and  battery  was  sufficiently  proved  by  the 
plaintiff  against  the  defendant,  or  that  the  freehold  or  title 
of  the  land  mentioned  in  the  plaintiff's  declaration,  was 
chiefly  in  question,  the  plaintiff  in  such  action,  in  case  the 
jury  shall  find  the  damages  to  be  under  the  value  of  forty 
shillings,  shall  not  recover  or  obtain  more  costs  of  suit 
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than  the  damages  so  found  shall  amount  unto.*'  So  far  1838. 
back  as  the  case  of  Clegg  v.  Molyneux  (a),  there  appears 
to  have  been  a  difficulty  in  the  construction  of  the  latter 
act»  and  Lord  Mansfield^  in  delivering  judgment,  says: — 
*^  There  is  a  puzzle  and  perplexity  in  the  cases  on  this 
part  of  the  statute,  and  a  jumble  in  the  reports."  [^Parke, 
B. — Here  the  plea  of  leave  and  licence  takes  the  case  out 
of  the  statute  of  Charles ;  there  are  numerous  cases  to 
that  effect,  and  we  feel  bound  by  them  :  so  long  as  I  have 
been  in  the  profession  that  point  has  been  considered  as 
settled.]  Those  cases  proceeded  upon  the  ground  that 
where  an  interest  in  land  could  not,  by  any  possibility, 
come  in  question,  the  statute  was  inapplicable ;  but  the 
early  decisions  which  put  that  construction  upon  the  sta- 
tute took  place  before  the  4  Anne,  c.  16,  which  allows 
several  matters  to  be  pleaded,  and  therefore,  at  that  time, 
under  the  plea  of  leave  and  licence,  the  freehold  could  not 
come  in  question,  as  no  other  matter  could  have  been 
pleaded.  The  4  Anne,  c.  16,  by  allowing  several  matters 
to  be  pleaded,  has  altogether  altered  the  law.  Suppose 
the  case  of  a  double  plea,  that  defendant  was  not  guilty, 
and  that  plaintiff*  was  not  possessed  of  the  stable,  and 
that  such  plea  was  not  demurred  to ;  it  would  be  the  same 
in  effect  as  the  pleas  of  not  guilty  and  not  possessed. 
Formerly,  not  guilty  and  a  justification  were  not  allowed  to 
be  pleaded  together:  Barneit  v.  Greaves  (6).  One  of  the 
earliest  decisions  on  the  statute  of  Charles  is  the  case  of 
Asser  v.  Finch  (c),  which  was  trespass  for  entering  a  close, 
the  defendant  justified  for  a  way  there,  and  the  plaintiff 
replied  extra  viam,  and  issue  thereupon,  and  the  plaintiff 
obtained  a  verdict.  And  whether  the  plaintifi  should 
have  full  costs,  or  no  more  costs  than  damages,  was  the 
question  ;  for,  it  was  said,  no  title  came  in  question  upon 
the  tri;il,  for  the  way  is  admitted,  and  the  issue  is  now 

(a)  2  Doug.  779.  (6)  Barnes,  339.  (e)  2  Levinz,  234. 
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1838.         only  whether  he  was  guilty  extra  viam ;  sed  per  curiam* 
P  "  '^^^®  plaintiff  shall  have  full  costs ;  for,  first,  there  was  a 

9.  title  to  the  way  in  question  upon  record,  and  so  the  case 

is  out  of  the  intent  of  the  statute.  Secondly  upon  this 
issue,  extra  viam,  a  title  to  the  way  is  in  question,  scil.  of 
what  extent  the  way  is."  [Parke,  B. — Is  there  not  a  case 
as  to  the  construction  of  the  statute  of  Charles  since  the 
4  Anne?]  From  the  judgment  of  Coleridge,  J.,  in  Smith  v. 
Edwarcls{a),  itmust  be  assumed  that  the  plea  of  not  guilty 
is  now  a  special  plea.  In  an  action  of  assumpsit  or  debt, 
when  the  subject-matter  of  the  action  is  an  interest  in 
land,  if  that  appeared  upon  the  record,  the  judge  would 
not  certify;  but  if  it  did  not  appear,  he  must  certify  to  de- 
prive the  plaintiff  of  costs.  The  statute  of  Elizabeth  looks 
to  the  subject-matter  of  the  action,  and  not  to  the  form  of 
it.  In  Wright  v.  Nuitall  (b)  Lord  Tenderden  says,  "  the 
statute  in  question,  (43  Eliz.  c.  G),  ought  to  receive  a  libe* 
ral  construction,  so  as  to  prevent  the  bringing  of  actions 
in  the  superior  Courts  for  small  sums.  Where  less  than 
40«.  is  recovered  the  plaintiff  cannot  possibly  derive  any 
benefit  from  a  suit  in  a  superior  Court,  and  such  actions 
can  only  be  brought  for  the  benefit  of  the  professional 
persons  employed  to  conduct  them."  Where,  in  an  action 
of  trespass  quare  clausum  fregit,  an  issue  was  raised  on  a 
plea  of  licence,  and  a  verdict  found  for  the  plaintiff  with 
\d*  damages,  it  was  held  that  the  judge  might  certify  un« 
der  the  43  Eliz. :  Howard  v.  Cheshyre  (c).  In  an  action 
on  the  case  for  injury  done  to  the  plaintiff's  right  of  com- 
mon by  digging  turves,  there,  the  judge  may  certify  under 
the  43  Eliz.  c.  6,  for  the  interest  or  title  of  the  land  does 
not  necessarily  come  in  question :  Edmonson  v.  Edmon^ 
son  {d).  [Parker  B. — The  difiiculty  under  the  statute  of 
Elizabeth  is,  that  upon  this  issue  the  title  must  necessa- 


(a)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  621.  (c)  I  Lord  Kenyon,  245. 

(6)  10  B.  &  C.  499.  {d)  8  East,  294. 
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rily  come  in  question.   It  appears  from  the  case  of  Peddell        1838. 
V.  Kiddell  (a),  that  where  there  was  a  special  plea  of  jus- 
tification,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  full  costs,  though 
the  damages  were  under  40*.]      Wiffin  v,  Kincard  (6)^ 
shews  that  the  issue  may  be  taken  distributively.     There, 
the  judge  certified  with  respect  to  the  imprisonment  under 
the  4^  Eliz.,  and  refused  to  certify  under  the  22&23  Car. 
2,  to  give  the  plaintiff  full  costs  for  the  assault  and  bat- 
tery.   So,  where  in  an  action  for  assault  and  battery,  there 
was  a  separate  count  for  false  imprisonment,   and   the 
judge  certified  under  the  43  Eliz.,  the  Court  refused  to 
tax  the  plaintiff's  costs:    Briggs  v.  Bowgin  (c).     The 
rule  is,  that  wherever  the  freehold  necessarily  comes  in 
question,    then  the  judge  cannot  certify:   Liitletcood  v. 
Wilkinson  (rf).    Wright  v.  Piggin  (e)  will  perhaps  be  cited 
on  the  other  side.     That  was  an  action  of  trespass  quare 
clausum  fregit,  with  a  count  de  bonis  asportatis,  the  de- 
fendant pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  accord  and  satis- 
faction.   The  question  at  the  trial  was,  whether  a  term  of 
years  had  expired,   and  the  jury  having  found  a  verdict 
for  less  than  40*.,  it  was  held  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
full  costs.     Other  authorities  are  collected  in  1  Saund. 
300,  n.  f.     In  Dunnage  v.  Kemble  (f),  which  was  an  ac- 
tion of  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's 
dwelling-house,  the  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  an 
entry  to  make  a  distress  for  rent  in  arrear.     A  verdict  was 
found  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  issue,  with  one  farthing 
damages,  and  for  the  defendant  on  the  second,  and  it 
was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  costs  without 
a  certificate.    In  that  case  the  freehold  might  have  come  in 
question.     The  plea  of  licence  brings  the  case  within  the 
statute  of  Elizabeth. 


(fl)  7  T.  R.  C59.  (d)  9  Price,  314. 

(6)  2  N.  Rep.  471.  (e)  2  Y.  &  J.  644. 

(c)  2  Bing.  333.  ij  )  li  Birg.  N.  C.  £28. 
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1838.  jR.  V,  RichardSf  contra. — The  question  is,  whether  the 

Court  can  distribute  the  pleadings  between  the  two  sta- 
V.  tutes.    If  the  plea  of  license  alone  had  been  pleaded,  that 

would  have  taken  the  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  sta- 
tute of  Charles.  A  plea  that  the  plaintifT  "  was  not  pos- 
sessed," must  have  the  same  eflfect  as  a  plea  of  liberum 
tenementum.  This  question  was  considered  in  Littlegood 
V.  Wilkinson^  which  was  an  action  for  digging  a  ditch  and 
cutting  down  a  tree,  with  a  count  on  an  asportavit.  The 
defendant  pleaded  not  guilty  and  liberum  tenementum. 
The  question  at  the  trial  was,  whether  the  tree  which  had 
been  cut  down  grew  upon  the  plaintiff  *s  or  the  defendant's 
ground.  The  plaintiff*  having  obtained  a  verdict  for  less 
than40«.  it  was  held  that  he  was  entitled  to  full  costs;  for, 
although  the  title  to  the  freehold  did  not  in  fact  come  in 
question,  it  might  on  the  record  so  framed.  In  Wiffen  v. 
Kincard  there  does  not  appear  to  have  been  a  distribution 
of  the  pleas  between  the  two  statutes,  for  it  would  seem 
the  general  issue  alone  was  pleaded.  Smith  v.  Edwards  is 
no  authority  that  the  pleas  may  be  taken  distributively. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Parke,  B. — A  motion  was  made  in  this  case  some  time 
ago  for  the  Master  to  tax  full  costs  to  the  plaintiff*,  not- 
withstanding the  Judge's  certificate  to  deprive  him  of 
costs  under  the  statute  of  43  Elizabeth.  Cause  was  shewn, 
and  most  of  the  cases  bearing  on  the  subject  were  cited. 
We  who  heard  the  argument,  my  Brothers  Bolland,  Alder* 
son^  and  Gurnet/f  and  myself,  have  considered  it,  and  are 
of  opinion  that  the  rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute. 

It  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering 
a  stable,  and  taking  a  horse,  and  assaulting  the  plaintiff. 
There  were  several  pleas :  1st,  not  guilty ;  ^ndly,  that  the 
stable  was  not  the  plaintiff's ;  3rclly,  leave  and  license  as 
to  the  breaking  and  entering;  4thly,  as  to  taking  the  horse. 
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that  it  was  not  the  plaintiff's;  5thly,  to  the  assault,  son 
assault  demesne.  The  issues  on  the  four  first  pleas  were 
found  for  the  plaintiff,  with  one  farthing  damages,  and 
that  on  the  last  for  the  defendant,  and  the  learned  Judge 
certified  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs. 

It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the 
judge  might  certify  under  the  statute  of  Elizabeth,  be- 
cause the  action  was  not  "  concerning  any  title  or  interest 
in  lands.'*     For  the  plaintiff,  it  was  insisted  that  it  was. 

If  there  had  been  nothing  but  the  general  issue  and 
license  pleaded,  and  the  case  had  occurred  before  the  new 
rules,  the  Judge  might  have  so  certified,  unless  it  appeared 
upon  the  evidence  upon  the  general  issue  on  the  trial  {a) f 
that  the  title  had  come  in  question,  which  might  have 
been  the  case  on  that  plea  (independently  of  any  statutory 
provision),  because  it  was  a  denial  that  the  defendant  had 
trespassed  on  the  plaintiff's  close,  and  put  in  issue  the 
fact  that  it  was  his  close,  as  well  as  the  fact  that  the  de- 
fendant had  entered  it.  Of  that  title,  possession  would  be 
prim&  facie  evidence  against  all,  and  it  would  constitute  a 
good  title  against  a  wrong  doer,  and  none  against  the 
person  lawfully  entitled  to  the  possession,  who,  though  the 
plaintiff  had  the  actual  possession,  might  have  shewn  that 
he  (the  defendant)  was  lawfully  entitled  to  it.  The  plea 
of  not  guilty,  however,  did  not  necessarily  raise  a  question 
of  title,  for  the  defendant  might  not  really  have  contested 
it,  and  had  no  other  mode  of  disputing  the  fact  of  the 
trespass  than  by  pleading  not  guilty.  The  real  nature  of 
the  question  on  the  atrial  would  therefore  govern  the  certi- 
ficate, as  it  did  in  Wright  v.  Piggin,  where  the  point  in 
dispute  was,  whether  a  term  had  ended  or  not ;  but  the 
plea  denying  the  close  to  be  the  plaintiff*s  since  the  new 
rules,  is  a  denial  of  the  plaintiff's  title  to  the  close,  to  the 


1838. 


(a)  Wright  V.  Piggin,  2  Y.  &.  J.  644. 
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same  extent  that  he  would  have  been  obliged  to  prove  it 
before  under  the  general  issue  (a),  that  is,  it  is  a  denial  of 
possession,  if  the  defendant  was  a  wrong  doer,  if  otherwiset 
of  the  right  of  the  possession  ;  but  in  either  suppositioDi 
it  is  necessarily  a  denial  of  title :  for  even  in  the  former 
case,  possession  is  title  against  a  wrong  doer,  and  there- 
fore the  plea  raises  a  question  of  title  in  the  action,  and 
prevents  the  Judge  from  certifying. 

It  was  then  contended,  that  the  statute  22  &23  Car.  2, 
c  9,  applied  to  the  case,  and  that  the  plaintiff  would  not 
be  entitled  to  any  more  costs  than  damages,  without  a 
Judge's  certificate,  for  on  those  pleadings  the  **  freehold 
or  title  might  have  come  in  issue,"  either  on  the  plea  of 
not  guilty  (as  it  certainly  might  by  1 1  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  s.  21), 
or  on  the  plea  that  the  stable  was  not  the  plaintiff's  ;  and 
it  was  said  that  he  ought  not  to  have  full  costs,  unless  the 
pleadings  upon  the  whole  record  excluded  the  possibility 
of  the  title  coming  in  question.  It  was  said,  that  most  of 
the  cases  in  which  it  had  been  held  that  a  special  plea  of 
license}  or  the  like,  which  shews  that  title  could  not  come 
in  question,  and  therefore  prevents  the  operation  of  the 
statute,  had  arisen  before  the  statute  of  4  Anne,  c.  16, 
allowing  double  pleading,  and  therefore  do  not  apply  to  a 
case  in  which  tliere  are  several  pleas.  And  if  the  matter 
were  res  integra,  it  would  seem  not  unreasonable  so  to 
hold ;  but  the  weight  of  authority  is  so  very  great,  in  many 
cases  since  the  statute  of  Anne^  wherever  there  is  a  spe-« 
cial  plea  (which  excludes  all  questions  of  title)  found 
against  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  full  costs, 
that  it  is  impossible  now  to  decide  otherwise.  In  PeddeU 
V.  Kiddle  {b),  the  question  was  considered  as  finally  con- 
cluded, and  Lord  Kenyon  said,  it  would  be  dangerous  ta 


(a)  Heath  v.  Milaard,  2  Biug.      Dowl.  P.  C.  621. 
N.  G.  106 ;  Smith  V.  Edwards,  4         (6)  7  T.  R.  659. 


HILARY  TERMi  1  VICT.  355 

allow  any  innovations  to  be  made  on  a  point  so  thoroughly         1B38. 
settled.     It  will  henceforth  be  prudent  for  defendants  in 
actions  of  trespass,  of  a  trifling  nature,  to  abstain  from 
denying  that  the  locus  in  quo  is  the  plaintiff's. 

Rule  absolute. 


Simpson  v.  Nicholls. 

Assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  on  an  To  indebitatuf 
account  stated.  Plea,  as  to  the  sum  of  18*.  6rf.  parcel,  gMdTsoidand 
&c.,  actionem  non,  because  the  ficoods,  the  price  and  value  ***'**'"<^^»  «"d 

^  ,  on  an  account 

whereof  amounted  to  the  sum  of  I8s.  (yd,  parcel  of  the  stated,  ihe  de- 
money  in  the  first  count  mentioned  at  the  time  of  the  sale  as  to  18#.  6d., 
and  delivery  thereof,  consisted  of  certain  wines  and  goods,  wVre*^soid*o^^^ 
to  wit,  two  bottles   of  port,  &c.,  and   that  the   plaintiff,  Sunday,  in  the 
before  and  at  the  tmie  of  the  sale  and  delivery  thereof,  plaintiff's  trade 
carried  on  the  trade  and  business  of  a  wine  merchant,  and  R^cpiicaiion**' 
the  said  goods  were  so  sold  and  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  t[»ai «Jihough 

°  •'  '  ^     the  goods  were 

to  the  defendant,  on  Sunday  the  1st  day  of  March,  1835,  sold  at  the  time, 
and  in  the  way  of  the  plaintiff's  said  trade  and  business,  Her  su ted*  Tt m" 
and  in  his  ordinary  calling  of  a  wine  merchant;  and  the  that  the  defend- 

'^  ant  kept  and 

said  promise  to  pay  the  price  and  value  thereof  was  made  detained  the 
on  that  day  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  way  of  offering  io°re- 
the  plaintiff's  said  trade  and  business,  &c.,  upon  the  said  Jj'hg^'jj^^^u  . 
Sunday,  such  sale  or  delivery  not  being  a  work  of  neces-  came  liable  to 
sity  or  of  charity,  and  contrary  to  the  statute,  &c*:  and  a  quantum 
that  the  sum  of  18*.  6rf.,  parcel  of  the  money  in  the  last  demu^rrer  to^^^^^ 
count  mentioned,  as  found  to  be  due  from  the  defendant  «pl»caiion,  it 

was  held  bad, 

to  the  plaintiff,  and  an  account  whereof  was  so  stated  as  on  the  ground 
aforesaid  was  so  found  to  be  due,  and  was  and  is  the  said  have  shewn  a'^ 
sum  of  18*.  6d.  in  which  the  defendant  is  supposed  to  be  "^'^  promise  to 

*^'  ^      pay  after  the  re- 

indebted  to  the  plaintiff,  for  and  in  respect  of  the  said  tainingofthe 

goods  so  sold  and  delivered  on  a  Sunday  as   aforesaid,  defendant.  * 

Verification. 

Replication  as  to  so  much  of  the  plea  as  relates  to  the 

said  sum  of  18*.  6c/.  parcel  of  the  money  in  the  first  count 
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isas. 

Simpson 

V, 
NiCHOLLS. 


mentioned  precludi  non,  because,  although  the  said  goods 
were  sold  and  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant 
at  the  time,  and  in  the  manner,  in  the  plea  alleged  ;  yet  the 
defendant,  after  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  said  goods^ 
kept  and  retained  the  same,  and  hath  ever  since  kept  and 
retained  the  same,  for  his  own  use  and  benefit,  without,  in 
any  manner,  returning  or  offering  to  return  the  same  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  thereby  hath  become  liable  to  pay  to  the 
plaintiff  the  said  sum  of  18^.  6e/.,  the  same  being  so  much 
as  the  said  goods  were  and  are  reasonably  worth :  and  as 
to  80  much  and  such  part  of  the  plea  as  relates  to  the  said 
sum  of  18^.  6d.,  parcel  of  the  said  sum  of  money  in  the 
second  count  mentioned  precludi  non,  because,  although 
the  said  sum  of  \Ss.  6d,  was  found  to  be  due  from  the 
defendant  to  the  plaintiff  upon  an  account  stated  between 
them  as  by  the  defendant  in  that  behalf  alleged  ;  yet  that 
the  said  account,  in  the  second  count  of  the  declaration 
mentioned,  was  stated  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  de- 
fendant upon  a  different  and  subsequent  day,  to  wit,  upon 
the  25th  day  of  April,  1835,  the  same  not  being  the  Lord's 
Day, or  Sunday,  and  upon  that  accounting  the  defendant 
was  then  found  to  be  indebted  to  the  plaintiff,  and  in  con- 
sideration thereof,  then  promised  the  plaintiff  to  pay  him 
the  said  sum  of  18s.  6d.,  parcel  of  the  monies  in  the 
second  count  of  the  declaration  mentioned  as  aforesaid,  in 
manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  hath  in  his  declaration  in 
that  behalf  alleged,  &c. 

Special  demurrer  to  the  replication  to  so  much  of  the 
plea  as  related  to  the  said  sum  of  18^.  6d.,  parcel  of  the 
monies  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  assigning  for  causes 
that  the  replication  neither  traversed  or  denied,  nor  con- 
fessed or  avoided,  the  matters  in  the  plea  alleged,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  had  not  stated  or  shewn  that  the  defendant 
made  a  fresh  promise  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  said  sum  of 
18s.  6d.,  and  that  the  matters  pleaded  in  the  rephcation 
might  and  ought  to  have  been  pleaded  by  a  formal  traverse 
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of  the  sale  and  delivery  having  taken  place  on  a  Sunday^         1838. 
and  that  the  replication  was  a  departure  from  the  first       simmoh 
count  of  the  declaration  ;  and  to  have  enabled  the  plaintiff  v* 

NlCHOLLl* 

to  have  recovered  on  the  matters  contained  therein^  he 
ought  to  have  declared  specially. 

To  the  replication  so  far  as  it  related  to  the  18^.  %d. 
pleaded  to  as  part  of  the  monies  mentioned  in  the  second 
count  of  the  declaration,  the  defendant  rejoined,  denying 
that  the  account  was  stated  on  a  different  or  subsequent 
day  to  the  Sunday  on  which  the  goods  were  sold  and 
delivered,  as  in  the  plea  mentioned. 

Mariin,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  replication 
is  bad ;  the  proper  course  would  have  been  for  the  plaintiff 
to  have  alleged  a  new  promise,  instead  of  stating  such 
new  promise  in  his  replication.  The  case  of  Williams  v. 
Paul  (a)  will,  doubtless,  be  relied  upon  on  the  other  side; 
it  is,  however,  distinguishable  from  the  present.  In  that 
case  the  defendant  had  purchased  three  cows  and  a 
heifer  on  a  Sunday,  to  be  paid  for  in  three  months.  He 
afterwards  objected  to  pay  for  the  heifer,  alleging  that  it 
was  not  the  one  he  had  chosen.  The  beast,  however,  re- 
mained with  him,  and  some  time  afterwards,  upon  being 
applied  to  for  the  price,  the  defendant  said  he  would  pay 
when  the  time  agreed  on  was  up.  The  case  of  Read  v. 
Itann  {b)  explains  the  proper  mode  of  proceeding  in  a 
case  tike  the  present,  and  the  legal  inferences  from  which 
the  promise  will  be  implied  in  such  a  case.  Parke,  J.,  says, 
**  The  custom  supposes  a  special  contract  between  the 
parties,  and  if  that  is  not  satisfied,  no  claim  at  all  arises, 
for  no  other  contract  can  be  implied.  In  some  cases  a 
special  contract,  not  executed,  may  give  rise  to  a  claim  in 
the  nature  of  a  quantum  meruit  ex.  gr.,  where  a  contract 
has  been  made  for  goods,  and  goods  sent  not  according 

(a)  6  Bing.  653.  (6)  10  B.  &  C.  441. 
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1838.        to  the  contract  are  retained  by  the  party ;  there,  a  claim 
Simpson        ^^'  ^^®  value  on  a  quantum  valebant  may  be  supported, 

^     V.  but  then,  from  the  circumstances,  a  new  contract  may  be 

N1CHOLL8. 

implied."  This  shews  clearly  that  the  proper  course  for 
the  plaintiff  would  have  been  a  new  assignment,  and  that 
the  present  replication  is  a  departure. 

Curzon,  contra. — ^This  is  no  departure;  there  is  nothing 
in  the  replication  inconsistent  with  the  declaration. 

Parke,  B. — The  real  question  is,  whether  your  repli- 
cation is  good  in  substance;  adverting  to  this  view  of 
the  case,  the  plaintiff  no  doubt  relies  on  Williams  v. 
Paul. 

Lord  Abingbr,  C.  B. — There  is  another  difficulty  in 
the  plaintiff's  case,  viz.,  that  the  goods  might  have  been 
consumed ;  he  ought  to  shew  the  defendant  has  it  in  bis 
power  to  return  the  goods. 

Parke,  B* — The  replication  ought  to  have  stated  the 
legal  result  of  the  facts,  and  not  the  facts  themselves: 
in  other  words,  the  replication  ought  to  have  averred  that 
he  retained  the  goods,  and  afterwards  promised  to  pay  ; 
no  promise  is  shewn  subsequent  to  the  statement  of  the 
account,  even  supposing  the  decision  in  the  Common 
Pleas  correct,  and  that  where  a  party  keeps  goods  sold 
under  an  illegal  contract,  a  new  promise  may  make  him 
liable.  In  Williams  v.  Paul  the  Court  proceeded  upon 
evidence  of  an  express  promise  after  the  retainer,  and,  for 
want  of  it  here,  the  replication  is  bad. 

BoLLAND  and  Gurney,  Bs.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff. 
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1838. 

Edmunds  0.  Keats. 

jBaRSTO  W  opposed  the  justification  of  bail.     The  ob-  Bail  muit  swear 
jection  was,  that  the  bail  had  sworn  that  they  were  worth  the^equired 
property  to  the  amount  of  100/.  "  over  and  above  all  their  ■"d°XvJ«*fl/ 
just  debts/*  instead  of  "  over  and  above  what  will  pay  all  will  pay  9\\ 
their  just  debts,"   as  required  by    1  Reg.  Gen.   H.  T. 
2  Will.  4,  8. 1 9  (a).     He  referred  to  Miller's  bail  {b). 

Thomas,  in  support  of  the  bail,  relied  on  the  previous 
rule  of  H.  T.  1  Will.  4^  and  cited  Hunt's  bail(c). 

Parke,  B. — The  terms  of  the  latter  rule  must  be  com- 
plied with,  and  consequently  the  affidavit  is  insufficient. 

Rejected. 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  1 ,  p.  185. 
(6)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  602.  (c)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  272. 


Wrightson  V,  Bywater  and  Others. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  trespass,  which  was  referred  by  a  cause  was  re- 
an  order  of  Nisi  Prius  to  an  arbitrator,  who  was  to  deter-  a*wtrator*who 
mine  all  matters  of  difference  between  the  parties  at  law  ^^  ^®  •?'^!.?^^ 

*  matters  in  dif- 

and  in  equity,  so  as  the  said  arbitrator  should  make  and  ference  between 

,  !•  ,     1  .  t    .  ..  •         .1  •  the  parties  at 

publish  his  award  in  writing,   concerning  the  premises  uwandin 
ready  to  be  delivered  to  the  parties)  or,  if  either  of  them  JlJ^^Jj^hi,^*' 
should  be  dead  before  the  making  of  the  award,  to  their  «ward  by  a  cer- 

•^  ®  '  tein  day  (with 

power  of  en- 
largement), to  be  delivered  to  the  parties,  or  if  either  of  them  should  be  dead,  to  their  personal  re- 
presentatives. The  arbitrator  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  malce  one  or  mor§  awardt  at  his  discretion* 
At  the  time  of  the  submission,  two  equity  suits  were  pending,  in  which  the  parties  to  the  action, 
and  also  certain  infants,  were  concerned.  Before  any  award  was  made,  one  of  the  parties  to  the 
equity  suits  died. 

The  arbitrator  by  his  award  ordered  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  500L,  and 
also  that  the  defendants  should  pay  to  the  plaintiff  3^01,  for  grievances  not  included  in  his  decla- 
ration:—^«/(f,  first,  that  the  award  was  sufficiently  final,  although  it  did  not  dispose  of  the  equity 
suits;  secondly,  that  the  circumstance  of  infants  being  parties  to  those  suits  did  not  invalidate  it; 
thirdly,  that  the  arbitrator's  authority  was  not  revoked  by  the  death  of  one  of  the  parties;  and, 
lastly,  that  the  award  of  350/.  was  sufficiently  certain. 


Wrightsoii 
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1838.        respective  personal  representatives,  who  should  require 
the  same  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  Michaelmas  Term 
V.  then  next.     Power  was  given  to  the  arbitrator  to  enlarge 

the  time  for  making  the  award  from  time  to  time,  as  occa- 
sion should  require,  and  the  arbitrator  was  to  be  at  liberty 
to  make  one  or  more  awards^  at  his  discretion.  At  the  time 
of  the  submission,  two  suits  in  equity  were  pending,  in 
which  the  parties  in  this  cause  were  concerned,  and  in 
"which  certain  infants  were  interested,  and  there  were  also 
other  matters  in  difference  between  them.  When  the  first 
meeting  before  the  arbitrator  took  place,  the  defendants* 
counsel  being  absent,  application  was  made  to  postpone 
the  reference,  which  was  agreed  to  by  the  arbitrator  on 
condition  that  they  should  deposit  with  a  banker  750/.,  to 
abide  the  event  of  the  award,  which  was  accordingly  done. 
The  time  for  making  the  award  was  duly  enlarged  at 
different  intervals,  until  the  first  day  of  Michaelmas  Term, 
1836.  In  the  mean  time  a  plaintiff"  in  one  of  the  equity 
suits,  Thomas  Linaker,  died.  On  the  17th  of  June, 
1836,  the  arbitrator  made  his  award,  whereby,  after  recit- 
ing the  order  of  reference,  he  ordered  and  directed  that 
a  verdict  should  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff*  upon  all  the 
issues,  with  500/.  damages :  he  further  ordered,  that  the 
defendants  should  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff^ 
the  sum  of  500/.,  as  well  as  the  further  sum  of  350/.  which 
was  awarded  to  be  paid  by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff* 
as  damages,  for  grievances  not  included  in  the  plaintiff's 
declaration.  In  Michaelmas  Term,  1836,  a  rule  was  ob- 
tained for  setting  aside  the  award,  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  not  final,  as  not  having  disposed  of  the  suits  in 
equity;  that  the  infant  parties  to  those  suits  were  not 
bound  by  the  submission  ;  that  it  was  revoked  by  the  death 
of  Linaker ;  and  that  the  award^br  other  grievances  ^9i,%  not 
sufficiently  certain.  That  rule,  however,  was  discharged ; 
and  judgment  having  afterwards  been  entered  up  on  the 
award,  and  execution  sued  out  for  the  balance  beyond 


HILARY  TERM,  1  VICT. 

the  ISOLf  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained  for  setting  those  pro- 
ceedings aside^  against  which 

Goulburtif  Serjt.,  and  Humfrey  shewed  cause. — ^The 
arbitrator  having  express  power  to  make  one  or  more 
awards^  this  award  is  sufficient,  although  the  equity  suits 
are  not  disposed  of.  So,  witli  respect  to  the  objection^ 
that  there  are  infant  parties  to  the  suits.  Tlie  object  of 
the  provision  has  been  to  meet  these  difficulties.  The 
clause  providing  for  the  delivery  of  the  award  to  the  per- 
sonal representatives,  prevented  the  deatli  of  Linaker 
from  operating  as  a  revocation  of  the  arbitrator's  autho- 
rity :  Clarke  v.  Crofts  (a).  The  award  of  350/.  is  suffi- 
ciently specific. 

Sir  W,  Follett  and  Hoggins  contra. — By  the  terms  of 
the  submission  the  arbitrator  is  to  determine  the  suits 
in  equity,  as  well  as  that  at  law,  before  the  first  day  of 
Michaelmas  Term  then  next.  He  cannot  now  make  any 
further  award,  as  the  time  has  not  been  enlarged  for  that 
purpose.  If  this  award  be  held  good^  he  might  have 
awarded  on  any  one  matter  in  difference,  however  minute^ 
between  some  of  the  parties,  omitting  the  rest.  It  was 
clearly  the  object  of  the  parties,  that  all  matters  in  diffe- 
rence should  be  awarded  upon  the  determination  of  the 
suits  in  equity,  which  might  have  rendered  unnecessary 
that  part  of  the  award  relating  to  the  350/.  An  award  is 
not  final,  unless  it  determine  all  matters  in  difference  which 
are  referred :  In  the  Matter  of  Tribe  (6).  Besides,  the 
submission  was  not  mutual,  because  the  infants  were  not 
bound :  Biddell  v.  Dowse  (e).  The  submission  must  be 
such  as  to  enable  the  arbitrator  to  decide  on  all  matters 
in  difference,  or  the  award  cannot  be  binding :  Pearse  v. 
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(a)  4  Bing.  143.  (6)  3  A.  &  E.  295. 

(c)  6  B.  &  C.  355. 

VOL.  VI.  B   B  D.  P.  C. 
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1838.         Pearse  (a),  Marsh  v.  Wood  (6),  Hat/ward  v.  Phillips  (c). 
y.  The  authority  of  the  arbitrator  was  revoked  by  the  death 

»•  of  Linaker.     The  clause  for  the  delivery  of  the  award  to 

the  personal  representatives  does  not  obviate  the  objec- 
tion. An  executor  could  not  be  compelled  to  perforin  the 
award,  if  it  were  against  him.  In  Marsh  v.  Wood  {d). 
Lord  Tenierden,  C.  J.,  says,  "  If  by  matter  ex  post  facto, 
a  submission  becomes  ineffectual  as  to  one  party,  it  must 
be  altogether  void."  Then,  the  award  of  350/.  for  other 
grievances,  without  stating  what  they  are,  is  uncertain. 
IParkCf  B. — The  Court  have  no  doubt  upon  that  point. 
The  award  as  to  this  part  is  between  the  plaintiff*  and  de- 
fendants in  the  action  only,  and  it  would  appear  by  part 
of  the  evidence  before  the  arbitrator,  what  the  grievances 
were.     Id  certum  est,  quod  certum  reddi  potest] 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — This  was  an  application  to  the  Court  to  set 
aside  a  judgment  entered  up  pursuant  to  an  award  on  a 
submission  by  rule  of  Court,  and  a  fi.  fa.  thereon,  and  for 
a  return  of  a  part  of  the  money  deposited  with  the  sheriff 
upon  the  execution  of  the  fi.  fa.  The  case  has  been  se- 
veral times  before  the  Court  in  its  earlier  stages,  and  last 
of  all  upon  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  award,  which  the 
Court  refused,  the  majority  intimating  a  strong  opinion 
that  it  was  good,  but  deciding  merely,  on  that  occasion, 
that  it  ought  not  to  be  set  aside ;  but  the  parties  were  left 
to  contest  its  validity,  when  that  necessarily  would  come  in 
question.  On  this  application,  to  set  aside  the  judgment 
and   execution,   we  must  determine  the   validity  of  the 

(fl)  9  B.  &  C.  484.  (c)  1  Nev.  8c  P.  288. 

{b)  Ibid.  669.  (rf)  9  B.  &  C.  664. 
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award,  for  there  is  no  other  way  than  by  this  motion  in         1838. 
which  the  defendants  can  contest  the  legality  of  that  judg-    ^ 
ment  and  execution.     We  are  of  opinion,  that,  under  the      ^    v. 
circumstances  of  this  case,  the  award  is  good. 

It  appears,  from  the  affidavits,  that  this  action  stood  for 
trial  at  the  Summer  Assizes  18i$5,  that  besides  the  subject 
of  it,  there  were  other  matters  in  dispute  between  the 
parties  to  the  action;  and  there  were  also  pending  two 
suits  in  Equity,  Linaker  v.  hacey^  and  Lacey  v.  Lacey^ 
in  which  suits  infants  were  concerned  ;  but  who  were  the 
parties  to  these  suits  (except  that  one  Thomas  Linaker 
was  a  plaintiff  in  one),  or  in  what  way  those  suits  were 
connected  with  the  subject  of  the  action  does  not  appear; 
and,  therefore,  we  cannot  assume  them  to  have  any  con- 
nection except  so  far  as  appears  by  the  submission  to  the 
reference  hereinafter  mentioned.  When  the  cause  came 
on  for  trial,  an  order  of  reference  was  made,  of  which  this 
is  the  substance,  (his  Lordship  stated  the  order).  Soon 
after  this,  the  defendants  deposited  7«'30/.  to  abide  the 
reference,  and,  by  their  attorney,  attended  the  prior  and 
subsequent  meetings.  On  the  ^7th  December,  1835, 
Linaker  died. 

On  the  17th  June,  1836,  the  arbitrator  made  his  award 
(his  Lordship  read  the  award).  After  this  award,  the 
730/.  was  received  by  the  plaintiff,  and  judgment  was 
signed  and  execution  issued  for  the  balance  awarded,  and 
costs. 

The  objections  to  the  award  were ;  first,  that  it  was  not 
finals  because  the  Chancery  suits  were  not  disposed  of. 
Secondly,  that  the  submission  was  not  mutual,  because  in- 
fants were  parties,  and  were  not  bound,  could  not  be. 
Thirdly,  that  it  was  revoked  by  the  death  of  Linaker,  one 
of  the  parties.  Fourthly,  that  it  was  void  as  to  the  350/. 
awarded  for  other  grievances,  as  not  being  sufficiently 
certain.  The  last  of  these  objections  was  disposed  of 
during  the  argument,  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  say  anything 
more  upon  that. 
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With  respect  to  the  other  three,  the  first  is  wholly 
founded  on  the  assumption,  that  in  order  to  make  the 
award  valid,  it  is  necessary  that  every  matter  in  differ^ 
ence  should  be  decided  by  it,  and  if  that  assumption  is 
incorrect,  the  objection  fails.  The  otiier  two  depend 
mainly,  but  not  entirely^  on  the  same  assumption.  The 
death  of  Linaker  affects  only  the  authority  to  determine 
that  suit  in  which  he  was  a  party,  and,  therefore,  even 
supposing,  that  notwithstanding  the  clause  in  the  submis- 
sion providing  for  the  death  of  any  party,  the  power  to 
award  on  that  suit  is  revoked,  yet  if  an  award  upon  that 
suit  be  not  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  award  on  other 
matters,  the  award  may  nevertheless  be  good.  S )  in  like 
manner,  if  the  determination  of  those  matters  in  which  the 
infants  have  an  interest,  be  not  necessary  to  the  decision 
of  those  in  which  they  have  none,  the  want  of  such  deci- 
sion would  be  immaterial.  If  it  be  said,  that  ic  was  a 
part  of  the  consideration  for  the  defendant's  promise  to 
refer  the  suits  and  the  actions,  that  the  arbitrator  should 
have  a  continuing  power  to  decide  all  the  suits,  the  answer 
is,  that  such  was  not  the  case,  for  all  the  parties  contem- 
plated that  the  reference  should  go  on  notwithstanding 
the  death  of  a  party,  of  which  the  express  provision,  bind- 
ing the  executors,  is  a  proof  whether  that  provision  would 
be  effectual  or  not  to  make  an  award  in  that  particular  suit 
valid.  So,  if  it  be  argued,  that  the  agreement  on  the  be- 
half of  all  the  parties  to  all  the  suits,  to  give  the  arbitrator 
power  to  decide,  was  also  a  part  of  that  consideration,  and 
that  the  want  of  a  binding  consent  of  the  infant  parties 
caused  the  failure  of  the  consideration,  the  answer  is,  that 
all  parties  well  knew  that  there  were  infant  parties,  and  as 
they  must  be  presumed  to  know  the  law,  they  knew  titer/ 
were  not  bound  by  the  attorney's  consent  on  their  behalf, 
and,  therefore,  they  had  all  the  consideration  which  they 
had  stipulated  for,  and  the  consent  of  those  parties  who 
could  and  did  consent  was  a  sufficient  consideration  in 
point  of  law  for  their  promise. 
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The  question^  tlierefore,  is  reduced  to  this  ;  whether, 
under  this  reference,  it  is  necessary  to  the  validity  of  any 
award  to  be  made  pursuant  to  it,  that  it  should  decide  all 
the  matters  in  dispute.  And  this  is  a  mere  question  of 
construction,  for  there  is  no  rule  of  law  requiring  it ;  its 
necessity  arises  from  the  contract  of  the  parties.  The  old 
rule  was,  that  unless  the  submission  expressly  made  it 
conditional  with  an  ''ita  quod,"  an  award  of  part  only  was 
good.  This  was  laid  down  by  Lord  Coke  in  Ormelade  v. 
Coke  (a),  and  it  was  so  held  in  Dyer,  242,  b.  Baspole's 
case  (6),  and  many  other  cases.  In  more  modern  cases  it 
has  been  said,  that  an  express  condition  is  not  required, 
for  in  Bradford  v.  Bryan  (c),  TVi/les,  C.  J.,  says,  **  1  am 
willing  to  carry  it  as  far  as  it  has  been  carried  already, 
because,  were  it  not  for  the  cases,  I  should  be  of  opinion 
that  when  all  matters  are  submitted,  though  without  such 
conditioTiy  all  matters  must  be  determined,  because  it  was 
plainly  not  the  intent  of  the  parties  that  some  matters 
only  should  be  determined,  and  that  they  should  be  at  li« 
berty  to  go  to  law  for  the  rest.*'  But  beyond  this,  the 
cases  have  not  gone,  and  it  is  still  the  question,  whether 
the  parties  intended  all  to  be  decided.  In  Simmonds  v. 
Swaine  (rf).  Chamber y  J.,  says,  "  A  great  deal  of  nicety  pre- 
vailed in  the  old  cases  respecting  awards,  but  the  rigour 
of  that  interpretation  has  for  a  long  time  been  gradually 
relaxing,  and  the  Courts  are  now  come  to  a  mode  of  con- 
sidering them  more  consonant  to  common  sense ;  but  even 
in  the  earlier  cases,  so  long  since  as  in  Rolle*s  Abridgment 
Arbitrament,  L.,  it  was  in  some  cases  held,  that  unless 
there  was  a  clause  ita  quod  fiat  de  prsenissis,  it  was  suffi- 
cient to  make  the  award  good  that  one  point  was  decided, 
provided  that  it  was  not  necessary,  in  order  to  make  the 
award  just,  that  the  others  should  be  decided  also.  In 
the  case  of  Payne  v.  Coohy  adjudged  many  years  since  in 


(a)  Cro.  Jac.  355. 
(6)  8  Coke,  98. 

VOL.  VI. 


(c)  WiUes,  270. 
\d)  1  Taunt.  554. 


1838. 
WaioHTfoir 

V. 
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1838.         the  Exchequer  Chamber,  many  points  relating  to  awards 
^  were  decided  on,  and  amongst  others,  tliis  general  doc- 

••  trine  was  strongly  laid  down,  that  as  there  was  no  clause 

in  the  submission  providing  that  the  award  should  be 
made  on  all  points  submitted,  if  the  matters  omitted  were 
not  necessarily  dependent  on,  and  connected  with  the 
other  points^  the  award  should  be  sustained. 

The  point  to  be  decided  then  is,  whether  this  submis- 
sion requires  the  award  to  be  made  of  all  matters  in  dis- 
pute. In  ascertaining  its  meaning  every  part  is  to  be 
construed  together,  and  when  we  find  a  clause  that  the 
arbitrator  is  to  have  power  to  make  "  one  or  more  awards 
at  his  discretion,'*  we  cannot  doubt  but  that  the  arbitrator 
might  make  a  valid  award  on  one  entire  subject  of  dis- 
pute. For  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  such  separate 
awards,  when  made,  were  not  intended  to  be  binding  from 
the  time  they  were  made ;  it  is  impossible  to  imagine  they 
were  to  be  ambulatory  till  the  last  was  made  ;  and  the 
case  is  very  different  from  that  of  a  reference  with  power 
to  regulate  the  intermediate  enjoyment,  or  to  give  direc- 
tions respecting  the  intermediate  management  of  some  sub* 
ject  of  dispute,  which,  from  their  very  nature,  are  meant 
to  have  a  temporary  operation  only.  This  is  a  provision 
that  the  arbitrator  may  make  one  or  more  final  awards. 

We,  therefore,  think  that  in  this  case  the  parties  have 
given  the  power  to  the  arbitrator  to  dispose  of  all  matters, 
but  have  not  made  it  a  condition  that  all  matters  should  be 
disposed  of  by  him. 

The  only  case  which  it  is  necessary  to  consider  as  opposed 
to  this  view  of  the  question  is  that  of  Biddell  v.  Dowse, 
where,  in  fact,  there  was  a  similar  clause  in  the  agreement 
of  reference.  But  it  is  quite  enough  to  say  that  this 
point  was  never  argued  or  considered  in  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench,  and  we  cannot  take  the  judgment  as  a 
binding  authority  upon  a  point  which  was  never  brought 
before  the  Court.    The  rule,  therefore,  will  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Evans  v,  Barnard. 

Addison  moved  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  wben  ittuewM 
Issue  was  joined  on  the  14th  April  last;  it  was  a  country  ^^^iJJJ^JJo^ 
cause,  and  no  notice  of  trial  had  been  given.     From  a  on  the  day  be- 

fore  Easier 

recent  decision  in  this  Court  (a),  it  became  necessary  to  Term,  and  no 
consider   whether   the  application  was  too   early.     The  had  been  given : 
14  Geo.  2,  c.  17  enacted,  that  where  issue  was  joined,  and  T^fi*  ^** 

^  '  the  defendant 

the  plaintiff  neglected  to  bring  such  issue  on  to  be  tried,  might  move 
according  to  the  course  and  practice  of  the  said  Courts  XncMato^^  ** 
respectively,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  Judges  of  the  "ne'illrii'fhld 
said  Courts  at  any  time  after  such  neglect,  to  give  the  elapsed, 
like  judgment  for  the  defendants  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  such  case  issue 
[Parke^  B, — The  new  rule  which  dispenses  with  an  entry  TrinTty  Term 
of  the  issue  previously  to  moving  for  judfifment  as  in  case  ^*  motion 

.  ,  ./r»  .  .  cannot  be  made 

of  a  nonsuit,  makes  no  difference  as  to  the  time  of  movinfl[.]   until  the  fol- 

The  question  will  depend  upon  when  it  was  necessary^  Termf 

under  the   old  practice,  to  enter  the   issue.     In  Tidd's 

Practice  (6),  it  is  staged  ''  that  in  the  King's  Bench,  if  the 

action  be  laid  in  London  or  Middlesex,  the  defendant 

ought  not  to  give  a  rule  for  the  plaintiff  to  enter  his  issue 

the  same  term  it  is  joined,  unless  notice  of  trial  has  been 

given.     In  the  Common  Pleas,  when  the  action  is  laid  in 

London  or  Middlesex,  the  defendant  can  in  no  case  give 

a  rule  to  enter  the  issue  the  same  term  it  is  joined^  but 

must  stay  until  the  next  term.     And  in  a  country  cause 

the  plaintiff  is  in  no  ways  bound  in  either  Court  to  enter 

bis  issue   the  same  term.     In  the  Exchequer  it  is  said  a 

defendant  may  give  a  rule  for  the  plaintiff  to  enter  his 

issue  the  same  term  in  which  it  is  joinedi  whether  notice 

of  trial  has  been  given  or  not."     In  the  present  case  the 

practice  of  the  Court  required  the  plaintiff  to  enter  the 

issue  before  the  end  of  Trinity  Term,  and  to  proceed  to 

(a)  Stnith  v.  MiU&r,  ante,  p.  154.  (6)  Page  727- 

c  c  2 
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1838.  trial  at  the  assizes  after.  In  Robinson  v.  Taylor  {a), 
which  was  a  country  cause,  issue  was  joined  in  Easter 
vacation,  and  no  notice  of  trial  had  been  given;  and 
Liitledale,  J.  after  consideration,  held  that  the  plaintiff 
should  have  proceeded  to  trial  at  the  Summer  Assizes. 
The  same  rule  is  laid  down  in  WiUiams  v.  Edwards  (Jb)^ 
and  Smith  v.  Rigby  (c).  The  only  case  that  militates 
against  these  decisions  is,  that  of  Smith  v.  Miller^ 
in  which  the  Court  held,  that  in  a  country  cause  where 
there  has  been  no  notice  of  trial,  two  assizes  must  elapse 
before  the  defendant  can  move  for  judgment  as  in  case  of 
a  nonsuit. 

Parke,  B. — That  case  was  decided  upon  the  informa- 
tion of  one  of  the  oflScers  of  the  Court,  who  appears  to 
have  been  under  a  mistake.  You  have  satisfied  me  that 
there  ought  to  be  a  rule  nisi. 

Busby,  on  a  subsequent  day  shewed  cause,  and  referred 
to  Smith  ▼•  Miller  and  Crowley  v.  Dean  (d). 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — If  issue  be  joined  in  an  issuable 
term,  the  rule  as  to  two  assizes  will  apply,  but  not  other- 
wise. 

Parke,  B. — If  issue  be  joined  in  the  term  next  before 
the  assizes,  then  two  assizes  must  elapse  before  the  motion 
can  be  made,  so  that  if  issue  be  joined  in  Trinity  Term, 
the  defendant  cannot  move  until  the  following  Easter 
Term. 

Rule  discharged  upon  a  peremptory 
undertaking. 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  6,  p.  518.  (c)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  705. 

(b)  Ante,  Vol  3,  p.  183.  (rf)  1  C.  &  J.  18. 
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Jones  v.  Edwards. 

1.  HIS  was  an  action  for  penalties  for  acting  as  a  magis-  The  Court  will 
trate,  without  being  duly  qualified.     The  declaration  was  ^I^ViTweU 
delivered   on   the  26th   of  October,  and  on  the  4th   of  *"  P«n»!  •■ « 

j^      ciTil  tctioni,  un- 

November  the  defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue.     On  lets  delay  it 
the  8th  of  November  the  issue  was  delivered,  with  notice  **where*in  a^' 
of  trial  for  the  second  sittings  in  Michaelmas  Term.    The  P*"*'  acUon,  it 

°  ^      ^  wat  tworn  that 

venue  having  been  improperly  laid  in  Middlesex  instead  the  plaintiff  wat 
of  Merionethshire,  the  notice  of  trial  was  countermanded  court  refitted 
on  the  10th  of  November;  and  on  the  13th  a  summons  ^n'di'donof 
was  taken  out  to  amend  the  declaration  accordingly,  which  •wendment 
was  allowed  upon  payment  of  costs,  with  liberty  for  the  tiff thouid  give 
defendant  to   plead  de  novo.     On  the  22d  of  November  ^^  '^ 
the    defendant    specially   demurred  to   the   declaration, 
assigning  for  cause,  that  though  it  was  alleged  that  the 
defendant  acted  as  a  justice  of  the  peace,  it  did  not  ap- 
pear what  acts  he  had  done.     On  the  28th  of  November 
the  plaintiff  obtained  a  week's  time  to  join  in  demurrer, 
and   further  time  was  afterwards  obtained ;  and  on  the 
11th   of  December   a  summons   was    taken  out  before 
Gurney,  B.  at  Chambers,  to  amend  the  declaration,  which 
application  was  refused. 

A  similar  rule  having  been  obtained  by  Jervis, 

Cresswell  shewed  cause.— Upon  an  affidavit  of  the 
defendant  that  he  was  satisfied  that  he  had  a  good  quali- 
fication, and  that  the  plaintiff*  was  a  person  in  insolvent 
circumstances,  and  wholly  unable  to  pay  the  costs  if  he 
failed.  Besides,  it  was  contrary  to  the  practice  of  the  Court 
to  allow  an  amendment  in  a  penal  action.  [Parke^  B. — 
In  Tidd's  Practice,  p*  71 1,  it  is  said  there  is  no  difference 
in  civil  or  penal  actions.  The  only  class  of  cases  in  which 
amendments  are  not  allowed  is  in  real  actions.]  There 
is  a  difference  between  a  party  suing  in  his  own  right,  and 


970  CASES  ON  POINTS  OF  PRACTICE^  EXCH. 

1838.  as  a  common  informer.  The  law  allows  less  favour  to  a 
common  informer  ;  he  must  bring  his  action  within  a  cer- 
tain time,  and  must  lay  the  venue  at  a  particular  place. 
In  Matthews  v.  Smft  (a),  which  was  a  penal  action  for 
practising  as  an  attorney,  without  being  duly  enrolled, 
the  Court  refused  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  amend.  So  in 
Wright  v.  Ager  (6),  which  was  an  action  against  the 
sheriff  under  the  32  Geo.  2,  c.  28,  for  extortion,  the  Court 
would  not  allow  the  declaration  to  be  amended  by  insert- 
ing new  counts  on  the  26  Hen.  6,  c.  22  ;  at  all  events,  if 
the  amendment  is  allowed,  it  should  be  on  the  terms  of 
the  plaintiff  giving  security  for  costs. 

JerviSf  in  support  of  the  rule. — Matthews  v.  Swift  was 
decided  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled 
to  indulgence,  because  he  had  caused  delay ;  here,  the 
venue  being  changed,  the  cause  cannot  be  tried  before  the 
next  assizes. 

Parke,  B. — I  concur  in  the  rule  acted  upon  in  other 
cases,  namely>  that  it  is  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to 
amend  in  a  penal  action,  unless  under  very  special  circum- 
stances, one  of  which  may  be,  that  delay  is  necessarily 
caused  thereby.  In  the  present  case  the  amendment 
ought  to  be  allowed,  with  liberty  for  the  defendant  to 
plead  de  novo,  the  plaintiff  undertaking  to  go  to  trial  at 
the  next  assizes.  If  there  had  been  any  precedent  for 
requiring  security  for  costs  in  such  a  case,  I  might  have 
imposed  those  terms,  but  in  the  absence  of  any  precedent 
I  am  unwilling  to  make  one. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 

(a)  1  B.  N.  C.  735.  (6)  6  Moore,  330. 
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Woodman  v,  Goble. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  to  recover  the  amount  of  an  attor-  The  order  for 
ney*s  bill.     The  defendant,  after  obtaining  time  to  plead  fijrthertimeto 

^  »  o  r  plead  upon  the 

upon  the  usual  terms  of  '*  pleading  issuably/*  and  rejoin-  terms  of"  plead- 
ing gratis,  pleaded  that  no  signed  bill  was  delivered.   The  joining  gratis, 
plaintiff  replied,  that  a  signed  bill  was  delivered,  con-  to*^ihep{ea*only 
eluding  with  a  special  traverse  to  the  country.   The  simili-  *»^  ^^^  ***  *^* 

,       .  ,       ,  ,  ,  subsequent  pro- 

ter  having  been  added  by  the  plaintiflT,  the  defendant  ceedings. 
struck  it  out,  and  demurred  specially  to  the  replication  for 
duplicity.  The  plaintiff  signed  judgment,  on  the  ground 
that  the  terms  of  pleading  issuably  were  not  confined  to 
the  plea  only,  but  extended  to  the  subsequent  proceed- 
ings. 

Whately  having  obtained  a  rule  to  set  aside  the  judg- 
ment for  irregularity, 

J.  L.  Adolphus  shewed  cause. — The  plaintiff  was  justi- 
fied in  signing  judgment,  as  the  demurrer  is  frivolous. 
[Parke,  B. — If  that  be  so,  you  should  have  applied  to  set 
it  aside.]  It  is  true,  that  in  Dewey  v.  Sopp  (a),  it  was 
held,  that  the  terms  of  pleading  issuably  and  rejoining 
gratis  did  not  oblige  the  defendant,  at  all  events,  to  join 
issue  to  the  country,  but  only  where  the  replication  offered 
a  fair  issue.  But  the  defendant  is  precluded  from  raising 
any  objections,  which  he  could  not  have  taken  advantage 
of  on  general  demurrer :  Bell  v.  Da  Costa  (6).  In  Sawteli 
V.  Gillard  (c),  the  defendant  being  under  terms  of  plead- 
ing issuably,  demurred  specially  to  the  plaintiff's  replica- 
tion for  duplicity ;  and  Abbott ,  C.  J.,  says,  "  The  only 
general  rule  which  the  Court  can  lay  down  is,  that  where 


(a)  2  Str.  1186.  (6)  2  B.  &  P.  446. 

(c)  5  D.  &  R.  620. 
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1838.         a  party  has  obtained  time  on  terms  of  pleading  issuably, 
^  and,  by  his  pleading,  fails  to  bring  the  merits  of  the  case,  or 

9'  some  question  of  fact,  or  some  question  of  law  arising  upon 

the  facts,  in  issue,  he  does  not  comply  with  the  conditions  of 
the  order.  Here,  the  defendant  was  bound  to  plead  issuably; 
instead  of  which,  he  demurs  to  the  replication  specially, 
upon  a  collateral  circumstance."  It  was  decided  in  White 
y.  Givens  (a),  that  where  ^  defendant  is  under  terms  of 
pleading  issuably,  he  must  plead  such  a  plea  as  he  intends 
bona  fide  to  abide  by ;  and  that,  after  having  pleaded  a 
special  plea,  he  could  not  strike  out  the  plea,  and  plead 
the  general  issue,  although  he  had  not  been  ruled  to  abide 
by  his  plea.  Langford  v.  Waghorn  (6)  shews  that,  at  all 
events,  it  must  be  a  fair  and  bon&  fide  demurrer.  In  Gf«- 
borne  v.  Wyatt  (e),  the  plaintiff*  replied  double,  and  the 
Court  held  that  defendant  could  not  demur  specially,  as 
he  was  under  terms  to  plead  issuably.  [Parke^  B. — That 
case  is  hardly  an  authority  one  way  or  the  other.]  The 
only  authorities  on  the  other  side  are  Beits  v.  Apple^ 
garth  {d),  and  Barker  v.  Gleadow  {e) ;  but  the  latter  is 
the  opinion  of  a  single  Judge,  in  opposition  to  the  cases 
enumerated. 

Whaielt/i  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  venue  is  laid  in 
Northumberland,  and  it  would  be  almost  impossible  for  a 
defendant,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  proceeding,  to  plead 
within  the  eight  days  allowed  him.  The  Court  then  grant 
an  indulgence,  upon  the  terms  of  his  pleading  an  issuable 
plea:  that  means,  that  the  plea,  when  put  in,  should 
tender  an  issue.  Dewey  v.  Sopp  only  decided  that  a  party 
must  not  demur  for  delay,  but  for  good  cause.  Sawtellv. 
Gillard  cannot  be  considered  law  at  the  present  day.  In 
Betts  V.  Applegarth,  Best,  C.  J.,  says,   **  The  order  foj 

(d)  6  M.  &  S.  415.  (d)  4  Bing.  26?. 

(6)  7  Price,  6/0.  (c)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  134. 

(c)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  505. 
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time,  under  tenns  of  pleading  issuably,  must  apply  to  the 
existing  state  of  the  cause  at  the  time  it  is  issued,  and 
does  not  extend  to  cover  subsequent  errors.  If  it  did, 
the  parties  might  go  on  blundering  to  the  end  of  the 
cause."  Barker  v.  Gleadow^  which  was  very  elaborately 
considered,  is  precisely  in  point. 
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i8as. 


Woodman 

V. 

GOBLB. 


Per  Curiam. — We  will  take  an  opportunity  of  consult- 
ing the  Judges  of  the  other  Courts :  it  is  very  important 
to  have  some  uniform  rule. 

Parke,  B.,  on  a  subsequent  day,  said — We  have  con- 
sulted the  Judges  of  the  two  other  Courts,  and  they  all 
agree  that  the  true  construction  of  the  common  order  for 
time  to  plead  upon  terms  of  pleading  issuably,  applies  to 
the  plea  only,  and  not  to  the  other  subsequent  proceed- 
ings. We  therefore  admit  the  authority  of  Beits  v.  Apple^ 
garth  and  Barker  v.  Gleadow. 

Rule  absolute. 


CuMMiNo  V,  Columbine. 

fV.  H*  WATSON  \i^A  obtained  a  rule  to  tax  the  de-  The  plaintiff 
fendant  the  costs  of  the  proceedings  subsequent  to  the  trw'ted  wi'th  the 
writ  of  summons.    It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  agreed  <*ef«n^ant  to 

'  *  ^  '  °  tenre  him  at  a 

with  the  defendat  to  edit  a  newspaper  at  a  weekly  salary,  weekly  salary, 
and  the  action  was  brought  for  dismissing  the  defendant  fendant  for 
from  that  employment,  and  also  to  recover  sixteen  guineas  Jgmiwin'g  him 
due  for  salary.     After  the  writ  was  served,  a  summons  ^^^^  ^"»  »®'^" 
was  taken  out,  before  a  Judge  at  chambers,  to  stay  pro-  for  arrears  of 
ceedings,  upon  payment  of  sixteen  guineas  and  costs.   The  writ7ssued  Y 
summons  was  attended  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  who  re-  '"""ons  was 

^  '^  ' '  taken  out  to 

stay  proceed- 
ings, on  payment  of  arrears  of  salary.  This  was  refused,  and  the  arrears  were  paid  into  court, 
and  accepted  by  the  plaintiff  in  full  satisfaction: — Held,  on  motion  to  tax  the  defendant  hit  costs, 
that  the  fact  of  the  plaintiff  having  obtained  a  more  profitable  employment  after  action  brought, 
was  sufficient  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  a  vexatioua  refusal  of  the  sum  tendered,  and  therefore 
the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to  his  costs. 
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1838.        fused  to  accept  that  sum,  alleging  more  to  be  due.     The 
^  plaintiff  afterwards  delivered  a  declaration,  containing  a 

CUMMING       '^       ^  ^  .... 

V-  special  count  for  improperly  dismissing  him  from  the  de- 

fendant's service,  and  also  the  common  count  for  work 
and  labour.  Upon  this  latter  count  the  defendant  paid 
sixteen  guineas  into  court,  which  the  plaintiff  accepted, 
and  entered  a  nolle  prosequi  as  to  the  other  count. 

Storks f  Serjt.,  shewed  cause  upon  an  affidavit  of  the 
plaintiff,  which  stated  that,  after  he  had  brought  the  action, 
he  had  obtained  literary  employment  of  greater  value;  and 
being  advised  that  that  circumstance  would  operate  in 
mitigation  of  damages  on  the  first  count,  he  had  accepted 
the  money  paid  into  court. 

W.  H.  Watson  contended  that  the  general  rule  was, 
that  if  a  defendant  offered  to  pay  part  of  a  debt,  which 
the  plaintiff  refused  to  accept,  and  then  the  defendant  paid 
that  money  into  court,  if  the  plaintiff  took  it  out,  the  de* 
fendant  was  entitled  to  costs  from  the  time  of  the  offer : 
Marry ott  v.  Clapp  (a),  James  v.  Raggett  (6). 

Parke,  B. — If  the  effect  of  getting  employment  at  a 
higher  salary  was  that  the  jury  might  take  that  circum- 
stance into  consideration  in  estimating  the  damage,  and 
would  probably  give  merely  nominal  damages  upon  the 
first  count,  I  think  the  plaintiff  w*as  right  in  taking  the 
money  out  of  court.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  plaintiff 
has  answered  the  presumption  of  a  vexatious  refusal  of 
the  money  at  one  time,  and  the  accepting  it  at  another  (c). 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  701.  (6)  2  B.  &  Aid.  776. 

(r)  Sec  Goxccr  v.  Elkins^  ante,  p.  335. 
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1838. 

Parker,  Executrix  of  Parker,  v.  Riley. 

X  HE  declaration  stated  that  heretofore  and  during  the  Where  the 
life  time  of  Charles  Elmes  Parker,  deceased,  to  wit,  on  Ist  |"j^J!2"^j„/ 
January,  1836,  the  defendant  was  indebted  to   the  said  *J«»5^Wc,  the 

^  objection  can 

C.  E.  P.  in  400/.,  for  the  work  and  labour,  care,  diligence,  only  be  taken 
and  attendance  of  the  said  C.  E.  P.  deceased  as  aforesaid,  murrer. 
by  him  and  his  clerks  before  thai  time,  done,  performed,  for  work  done" 
and  bestowed,  as  the  attorney  and  solicitor  of  and  for  i/^e  *>y  **»«  ?*""• 

.  ,        ^  f  ,  ,  .  .  .      tirs  teitaior 

satd  defendant,  and  otherwise  and  upon  his  retainer  in  as  an  attorney 
and  about  prosecuting,  defending,  and  soUciting  of  divers  ^^  defen(Umt 
causes  and  suits,  and  certain  business  for  the  said  defend-  p}«*d«<J^hat 

the  work  wa« 

ant  upon  his  retainer  and  at  his  request,  and  for  fees  due  done  by  one 
and  of  right  payable  to  the  said  plaintiff  in  respect  thereof,  name  of  the 
and  also  for  other  the  work  and  labour,  care,  diligence,  ^e^**'*  ****' 

'  '         o  '    K.  S.  was  not 

and  attendance  of  said  C.  E.  P.  deceased  as  aforesaid,  by  qualified  to  act 

as  an  attorney; 

him  before  then  done,  performed,  and  bestowed  in  and  and  that  the 
about   the   drawing,   copying,   and  engrossing  of  divers  fn!!*him  to^bT" 
pleadings,  briefs,  and   writings,   for   the  said  defendant  «nq«fWfied, 
upon  his  like  retainer  and  request,  and  in  and  about  ot/ier  to  usehu  name: 
the  business  of  the  said  defendant,  and  for  him  and  at  his  i^e  repi'ication 
request ;  and  also  for  divers  journies  and  other  attendances  ^•^^"J""*  ^** 
by  the  said  C.  E.  P.  as  aforesaid,  before  then  made,  per^ 
formed,  and  given  in  and  about  the  business  of  the  said 
defendant,  and  for  him  and  at  his  like  retainer  and  re- 
quest.    There  were  also  counts  for  money  paid,  money 
lent  and  advanced,  and  on  an  account  stated.     The  de- 
fendant pleaded,  as  to  the  first  and  second  counts  of  the 
declaration,  that  the  said  work  and  labour^  care^  diligence, 
and  attendance  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned^  were  re^ 
spectively  done,  performed,  and  bestowed  by  one  Richard 
Stoomley,  and  by  clerks  and  servants  employed  by  the  said 
R.  S.,  by  his  direction  and  under  his  superintendance, 
management,  and  control,  and  not  otherwise,  in  and  about 
the  commencing,   prosecuting,   and  defending  the  said 
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18d8«  causes  and  suits  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  the  same 
being  certain  causes  and  suits  prosecuted  and  defended 
for  and  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  by  the  said  R.  S.,  in 
the  name,  but  without  the  control  or  interference  of  the 
said  Charles  Elmes  Parker,  in  his  then  Majesty's  Courts  of 
King's  Bench  and  Common  Pleas  at  Westminster ;  and 
that  the  said  pleadings,  briefs,  and  writings  in  the  decla- 
ration also  mentioned,  were  drawn,  copied,  and  engrossed 
in  the  cause  and  for  the  purpose  of  prosecuting  and  de- 
fending the  said  causes  and  suits  ;  and  that  the  said 
journies  and  attendances  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
were  performed  and  given  by  the  said  R.  S.  and  clerks 
and  servants  employed  by  him,  and  by  his  direction,  in 
the  course  and  for  the  purpose  of  prosecuting  and  defend- 
ing the  said  causes  and  suits,  and  in  relation  thereto ;  and 
that  the  said  money  in  the  said  second  count  mentioned, 
was  money  paid  and  disbursed  by  the  said  R.  S.  in  and 
about  the  prosecution  and  defence  of  the  said  causes  and 
suits;  and  the  defendant  further  saith,  that  the  said  R.  S. 
never  was  admitted  to  act  as  an  attorney  or  solicitor  in  the 
said  Courts  or  either  of  them,  or  in  any  Court  of  law  or 
equity  in  such  manner  as  is  directed  by  the  statute  in  such 
case  made  and  provided,  or  was  a  person  duly  qualified  to 
act  as  an  attorney  or  solicitor ;  and  he,  the  said  R.  S., 
before  and  for  the  whole  period  at  and  during  which  the 
said  work  and  labour,  care,  diligence,  and  attendance 
were  done,  performed,  and  bestowed,  and  the  said  journies 
and  attendances  were  performed  and  given  as  in  the  decla- 
ration alleged,  was  a  person  unqualified  to  act  or  practice 
as  an  attorney  or  solicitor:  and  the  said  defendant  further 
saith,  that  the  said  Charles  Elmes  Parker,  before  and 
during  the  period  last  aforesaid,  was  a  sworn  attorney  of 
his  then  Majesty's  Courts  of  King's  Bench  and  Common 
Pleas  at  Westminster,  and  that  the  said  Charles  Elmes 
Parker  being  such  sworn  attorney,  and  then  well  knowing 
that  the  said  R.  S.  was  not  duly  qualified  to  act  as  an  at- 
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torney  or  solicitor,  and  that  the  said  R.  S.  was  such  un-  1838. 
qualified  person  as  aforesaid,  did  then  permit  and  suffer 
the  said  R.  S.  to  make  use  of  the  name  of  him  the  said 
Charles  Elmes  Parker  upon  the  account  and  for  the  profit 
of  the  said  R.  S.,  so  being  such  unqualified  person  as 
aforesaid,  and  the  said  R.  S.  did  accordingly,  in  pursuance 
of  such  permission  and  sufferance,  make  use  of  the  name 
of  the  said  Charles  Elmes  Parker,  with  his  privity  and 
knowledge,  and  for  the  profit  of  the  said  R.  S.  in  and 
about  the  commencing,  prosecuting,  and  defending  the 
said  causes  and  suits  respectively,  and  in  and  about  the 
drawing,  copying,  and  engrossing  the  said  pleadings,  briefs, 
and  writings,  contrary  to  the  statute,  &c. 

To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  replied  de  injurift,  to  which 
there  was  a  general  demurrer. 

Swanrtf  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  replication 
de  injuria  is  only  admissible  where  the  plea  amounts  to 
matter  of  excuse  for  the  non-performance  of  the  promise : 
Isaac  V.  Farrar  (a).  Crisp  v.  Griffiths  (6).  But  when  the 
plea  denies  the  promise  alleged  in  the  declaration,  or  the 
facts  from  which  the  law  implies  a  promise,  the  replication 
de  injurift  is  inapplicable :  Solly  v.  Neish  (c),  Whitiakery. 
Mason  (d).  Here  the  plea  shews  the  work  never  was 
done  by  the  testator,  but  by  another  person  to  whom  he 
illegally  lent  his  name. 

The  Court  then  called  upon 

Plait,  in  support  of  the  replication. — The  plea  amounts 
to  matter  of  excuse ;  it  admits  the  contract,  but  shews 
the  work  was  done  under  such  circumstances  as  to  excuse 
the  party  from  paying  for  it.     Besides,  the  objection  to 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  750.  (c)  Ante,  Vol  4,  p.  248. 

(6)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  753.  (cQ  2  Bing.  N.  C.  359. 
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1838.  the  replication  can  only  be  taken  advantage  of  on  special 
demurrer.  Isaac  v.  Farrar,  and  Solly  ▼•  Neish,  were 
both  cases  of  special  demurrer.  In  Curtis  t.  The  Marquis 
ofHeadfori  (a),  Co/!»-ic(ge9  J.,  decided  that  this  objection 
could  only  be  taken  advantage  of  on  special  demurrer. 

Swaun^  contra. — In  Hooker  v.  Nye  (b),  the  defendant , 
bj  his  plea,  claimed  an  interest  in  land,  and  the  replica- 
tion de  injuri4  was  held  bad  on  general  demurrer.  Alder^ 
son,  B.9  there  says,  "  the  rephing  de  injuria  when  that 
plea  is  inadmissible,  is  most  clearly  matter  of  substance, 
and  may  be  taken  advantage  of  on  general  demurrer.** 
Curtis  V.  The  Marquis  of  Headfort  does  not  apply,  as  that 
was  an  application  to  sign  judgment  on  the  ground  of  the 
demurrer  being  frivolous. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — Two  questions  arise  on  this  record — first, 
whether  the  general  replication  de  injuria  to  a  plea  of  this 
kind  be  good ;  and,  secondly,  if  not,  whether  the  objection 
be  open  on  a  general  demurrer. 

We  are  disposed  to  think  that  the  replication  is  bad. 
It  is  somewhat  difficult  to  say  what  the  precise  ground  of 
defence  stated  in  the  plea  is,  but  it  must  be  either  that 
the  defendant  had  not  the  benefit  of  the  skill  and  personal 
superintendance  of  the  plaintifT^s  testator,  for  which,  he 
must  be  presumed  to  have  contracted,  or  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  recover  on  the  ground  of  the  illegality 
of  the  transaction,  or  both ;  and  on  either  of  these  sup- 
positions the  plea  does  not  consist  of  mere  matter  of  ex* 
cuse  for  the  non-performance  of  the  contract  declared  on. 

(a)  Post.  {h)  I  C.  M.  &  R.  258. 


HILARY  TERM,  1  VICT.  S79 

It  either  amounts  to  the  general  issue  or  is  an  avoidance  1838. 
of  the  contract  itself.  On  the  first  supposition  it  is  clear 
the  replication  is  bad  ;  on  the  other,  we  all  are  strongly 
inclined  to  think  it  is  so ;  but  the  second  question  then 
arises,  whether  the  replication  is  not  good  on  general 
demurrer. 

There  are  conflicting  authorities  on  this  point ;  but  we 
think,  upon  consideration,  that  the  objection  cannot  pre- 
vail unless  it  be  assigned  as  a  cause  of  special  demurrer. 

The  first  case  in  the  books  upon  this  point  is  that  of 
Fursden  v.  Weeks  (a),  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  repli- 
cation was  bad  on  general  demurrer,  when  it  improperly 
put  in  issue  several  facts.  But  the  Court  appear  to  have 
proceeded  upon  the  ground  that  a  matter  of  record  was 
thereby  put  in  issue  (though  probably  this  circumstance 
would  make  no  difference),  and,  besides,  as  is  remarked 
in  Mr.  Eraser's  note  to  Crogale's  case,  8  Coke,  76  a,  the 
case  accrued  before  the  4  Anne,  c.  16,  which  enacts  that 
on  demurrer  the  Judges  shall  proceed  to  give  judgment 
according  as  the  very  right  of  the  cause  and  matter  in  law 
shall  appear  unto  them,  without  regarding  any  imperfec- 
tion, omission,  or  defect  in  any  pleading,  &c.,  except  those 
which  the  party  demurring  shall  set  down  and  express 
together  with  his  demurrer,  notwithstanding  that  such 
imperfection,  omission,  or  defect  might  theretofore  have 
been  taken  to  be  matter  of  substance  not  aided  by  the 
27  Eliz.  c.  5 ;  so  that  the  statute  itself  shews  that  the 
reason  why  it  was  made  was,  that  too  strict  a  construction 
had  been  put  in  practice  on  the  statute  of  Eliz. ;  and  in 
recent  cases,  as  Mr.  Eraser  correctly  states,  the  objection 
seems  uniformly  to  have  been  made  the  ground  of  special 
demurrer.  In  Banks  v.  Parker  (6),  and  Swaffe  v.  SoUy  (c), 
this  objection  was  held  to  be  holpen  after  verdict  by  the 

(fl)  3  Levinz,  65.  (h)  Hob.  76. 

(c)  1  Brownlow,  200. 


he 


the  time  of 
""  oiiftl,  the  she- 
~  11  execution  cer- 
*•  and  A.  Radford, 
*  f.iciaS)  berore  then 
:ch,  upon  a  judgment 
it  of  attorney,  gi»en  by 


"•Tord  to  one  C.  Torrard; 

»  defendant,  and  as  trustee 

-"nirity  for  money  then  due 

■ !  A.  Radford  to  the  defend- 

"liattels,  from  thence  until  and 

■  f  the  promise  hereinafter  men- 

ustody  of  the  said  sheriff,  and 

Lilly  agreed  between  the  plaintiffs 

iliut  the  plaintiffs  should  give  to  the 

..rnl  warrants  of  attorney,  to  wit,  awar- 

for  the  sum  of  571.  Ii«.,  being  the  sum 

i;e  judgment  upon  which  the  fieri  facias 

lesaid,  and  another  warrant  of  attorney  for 

I  that  tlie  defendant  should  cause  the  proper 

chattels  of  the  plaintiff  to  be  given  up  to  them : 

L,  that  the  two  sums  of  money  mentioned  in  the 

.ts  of  attorney  amounted  to  a  greater  sum  than  the 

.ff  could  have  levied  under  the  Blti  facias,  (mutual 

VOL.  VI.  D  D  D.  p.  c. 


The  decliratian 
■ated  ihit  the 
■hcriffhid 
Ukrn  ihepUiD- 


peared  lo  iUp- 
portlhepromiM, 
and  ihil  it  wu 

Kl  out  the  wiC' 

nty;  •tcondlf, 
that  it  wat  not 
nenuiry  to  d- 
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1838.         Statute  of  Jeofails  as  matter  of  form  ;  and  for  the  same 
'  reason,  no  doubt,  it  was  likewise  so  held  in  Sir  ThomoM 

Parker 

9.  Raymond^  50,  though  matter  of  record  was  involved  in  the 

^'^^''-  issue.  This  Statute  of  Jeofails  was  the  18  Eliz.  c.  14, 
which  enacted  that  judgments  should  not  be  reversed  for 
any  default  in  form  in  any  declaration,  &c.,  suitor  demand, 
words  very  nearly  the  same  as  those  of  the  27  Eliz.  c.3, 
viz.  any  defect  or  want  of  form  in  any  declaration  or  other 
pleading  or  course  of  proceeding;  and  it  would  seem  that 
if  the  default  in  question  be  want  of  form  under  one 
statute,  it  must  be  under  the  other. 

In  conformity  with  this  view  of  the  case  my  Brother 
Coleridge  decided  a  short  time  ago  in  Curtis  v.  Marquis 
of  Headforti  which  is  not  reported,  that  the  objection 
could  not  prevail  except  on  special  demurrer;  on  the 
other  hand,  in  the  case  of  Hooker  v.  Nye  (a).  Lord 
Lyndhurst  and  my  Brother  Alderson  held  that  the  repli* 
cation  ofde  injuria,  if  bad,  was  bad  on  general  demur- 
rer, and  Lord  Lyndhurst  said,  that  in  Fursden  v.  Weeks, 
the  Court  decided  that  the  objection  must  prevail  on  ge- 
neral demurrer,  though  the  statute  of  27  Eliz.  was  then 
in  force,  which  enacted  that  the  judges  should  give  judg- 
ment without  regarding  matter  of  form,  which  shewed 
that  this  objection  was  not  mere  matter  of  form.  But  his 
Lordship  does  not  appear  to  have  adverted  to  the  circum- 
stance above  mentioned,  that  too  strict  a  construction  bad 
been  put  upon  the  statute  of  Elizabeth,  which  appears  by 
the  statute  of  Anne  itself  to  have  been  the  reason  for  the 
enactment  of  that  part  of  it  which  relates  to  special  de- 
murrers. Nor  does  the  attention  of  the  Court  appear  to 
have  been  drawn  to  the  cases  in  which  this  objection 
was  held  to  be  mere  matter  of  form  under  the  statute  of 
Jeofails. 

The  objection  in  this  case  appears  to  bear  a  strong 

(fl)  4  Tyrr.  777;  S.  C.  I  C.  M.  it  R.  258. 
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analogy  to  that  of  duplicity,  \vhich  is  clearly  matter  of        isas. 
form,  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  94.     Upon  the  whole  we  think 
that  this  objection  ought  to  have  been  made  the  ground 
of  special  demurrer,  and  therefore  our  judgment  must  be 
for  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Radford  and  Another  r.  Smith. 

XHE  declaration  stated  that  before  and  at  the  time  of  The  declaration 
the  making  of  the  promise  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  she-  "^'^^^  ^* 
riff  of  Middlesex  had  seized  and  taken  in  execution  cer-  taken  the  plain- 
tain  goods  and  chattels  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  A.  Radford^  execution  ander 
under  and  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  fieri  facias,  before  then  J[  I^jllJJ!^^^^^ 
issued  out  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  upon  a  judgment  tered  on  a  war- 

»     r  J      o  rant  of  attorney, 

before  then  obtained  upon  a  warrant  of  attorney,  given  by  and  thereupon, 
the  plaintiffs  and  the  said  A.  Radford  to  one  C.  Torrard,  t^^t  the  plain- 
for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  defendant,  and  as  trustee  ?*. ''^I'^f  *i^* 

'  to  the  defend- 

for  the  defendant,  and  as  a  security  for  money  then  due  anttwowar- 
from  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  A.  Radford  to  the  defend-  ney,  the^efen- 
ant,  which  said  goods  and  chattels,  from  thence  until  and  to  oiusethe 
at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  promise  hereinafter  men-  ^^*  ^}^  "- 

^  '^  ^  ^  dehvered: — 

tioned,  remained  in  the  custody  of  the  said  sheriff,  and  Held,  dnt,  thtLt 
thereupon  it  was  mutually  agreed  between  the  plaintiffs  ^deration  ap-  * 
and  the  defendant,  that  the  plaintiffs  should  give  to  the  P«"«dtoiup. 

'  r  o  port  the  promise, 

defendant  two  several  warrants  of  attorney,  to  wit,  a  war-  »nd  that  it  was 

not  neccMary  to 

rant  of  attorney  for  the  sum  of  57/.  H^.,  being  the  sum  tet  out  the  war- 
mentioned  in  the  judgment  upon  which  the  fieri  facias  ^"J^'^TOndiy, 
issued  as  aforesaid,  and  another  warrant  of  attorney  for  that  it  was  not 

necessary  to  al- 

54/.  3s.,  and  that  the  defendant  should  cause  the  proper  lege  a  request 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  plaintiff  to  be  given  up  to  them :  go^^s. 
averment,  that  the  two  sums  of  money  mentioned  in  the 
warrants  of  attorney  amounted  to  a  greater  sum  than  the 
sheriff  could  have  levied  under  the  fieri  facias,  (mutual 
VOL.  VI.  D  D  D.  p.  c. 
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1838.  promises).  Breach^  that  although  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
agreement,  the  plaintiffs,  in  a  reasonable  time,  gave  to  the 
defendant  two  warrants  of  attorney  for  57/.  lifS.  and 
54/.  3^*9  and  although  a  reasonable  time  for  the  re-de- 
livery of  the  said  goods  and  chattels  has  long  since  elapsed, 
yet,  the  defendant  has  not  caused  or  procured  the  said 
goods  and  chattels,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  be  delivered 
up  to  the  plaintiffs.  Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause 
that  the  warrants  of  attorney  should  have  been  set  out  in 
the  declaration,  in  order  that  it  might  appear  that  there 
was  a  good  consideration  for  the  delivery  of  the  goods. 

Manself  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — There  are  two 
objections  to  the  declaration.  First,  it  does  not  set  forth 
the  warrants  of  attorney,  but  merely  states  them  to  be 
warrants  of  attorney  for  a  certain  sum  of  money.  It  ought 
to  have  been  shewn  that  the  taking  such  instruments  was 
a  benefit  to  the  defendant.  In  Bolton  v.  Fenne  (a),  the 
plaintiff  declared  that  he  was  possessed  of  several  tickets 
for  seamen's  wages  due  to  them,  and  had  solicited  the 
Treasurer  of  the  Navy  for  payment  of  them,  who  ordered 
the  defendant,  his  clerk,  to  pay  them ;  and  in  considera- 
tion that  the  plaintiff  would  no  further  trouble  the  Trea- 
surer of  the  Navy  for  payment  of  them,  the  defendant 
promised  to  pay  them.  After  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  it 
was  objected  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  it  did  not  appear 
that  the  plaintiff  had  any  interest  in  the  money,  or  autho- 
rity to  receive,  for  he  did  not  shew  any  assignment  of  the 
bills,  or  letter  of  attorney,  or  other  authority ;  but  the 
Court  said,  that  after  verdict  it  would  be  intended.  Here, 
the  objection  is  taken  on  special  demurrer.  [Parke,  B. 
Supposing  there  had  been  a  judgment  by  default,  would 
this  declaration  be  bad  in  arrest  of  judgment  ?]  It  is  sub- 
mitted that  it  would :  these  instruments  might  be  mere 

(fl)  I  Lev.  267. 
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letters  of  attorney,  their  legal  effect  ought  to  appear,  in         1^^- 
order  that  it  might  be  shewn  that  there  was  some  detri- 
ment to  the  one  party  and  benefit  to  the  other. 

The  second  objection  is,  that  the  declaration  contains 
no  statement  of  a  request  to  re-deliver  the  goods.  Where 
the  duty  is  merely  to  pay  money,  a  request  is  unnecessary ; 
in  other  cases,  it  must  be  averred  and  proved.  [Parke, 
B. — The  contract  is  to  procure  the  re-delivering  of  the 
goods  without  a  request.]  In  Bach  v.  Owen  (a),  the 
plaintiff*  agreed  to  give  defendant  a  colt  in  exchange  for 
defendant's  mare^  and  to  pay  defendant  two  guineas,  and 
it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff^  could  not  maintain  the  action, 
without  averring  a  special  request  to  deliver  the  mare. 

Cowling,  in  support  of  the  declaration,  contended  as  to 
the  first  objection,  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  be  more 
precise  than  the  terms  of  the  contract ;  and  as  to  the  se- 
cond, that  it  was  only  in  cases  of  a  collateral  engagement 
to  do  an  act  on  request,  that  a  request  was  necessary. 

Parke,  B. — If  the  contract  itself  is  looked  to  there  can 
be  no  doubt  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  warrants  of  attorney. 
The  contract  states  that,  a  certain  warrant  of  attorney  was 
given  by  the  plaintiffs,  authorizing  judgment  to  be  entered 
up.  It  then  avers  that,  in  consideration  that  plaintiffs 
would  give  defendant  two  several  warrants  of  attorney, 
one  for  57/.  14^.,  the  same  sum  for  which  the  judgment 
was  obtained  upon  which  the  fieri  facias  issued,  the  de- 
fendant promised  to  cause  the  plaintiff^s  goods  to  be  re- 
delivered. It  appears  to  me  clear,  from  the  terms  of  the 
contract,  that  they  must  have  been  warrants  of  attorney 
to  enter  up  judgment;  but  even  if  they  had  been  war- 
rants of  attorney  to  receive  a  sum  of  money,  they  would 
have  been  a  sufficient  consideration. 

(a)  5  T.  R.  409. 
dd2 
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1838.  With  regard  to  the  omission  of  a  request,  the  contract 

P      is  to  deliver  the  goods  absolutely,  and  no  request  is  ne- 

V-  cessary.     Bach   v.   Owen  is  very  imperfectly  reported; 

Smith. 

there  is  no  doubt  that  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  a  re- 
quest was  necessary,  or  the  objection  vrould  not  have 
been  taken. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Sykes  v.  Reeves. 

In  ao  action  JjLOGGINS  moved  for  leave  to  plead  several  matters. 

ingliiiway^ "  The  action  was  brought  for  not  accepting  and  paying  for 

^ares,  ihe  certain  shares  in  a  Railway  Company.    The  company  had 

allow  the  de-  been  incorporated  by  act  of  Parliament,  but  the  alleged 

th.it  ihecontract  sale  took  place,  before  the  act  passed.     It  was  proposed 

andthai^ere  *^  plead  the  general  issue,  and  two  pleas  of  the  Statute  of 

was  no  note  in  Frauds,  VIZ.  that  this  was  a  sale  of  goods,  and  that  there 

writing,  toge-  ,  ,  , 

ther  with  a  plea  was  no  note  in  writing  or  earnest  given ;  and  also  that  it 
contracribr  an     ^'^^  ^  Contract  for  an  interest  in  land,  and  that  there  was 

interest  in  land,    ^^  ^^^^  ;„  writing, 
and  no  inch  ^ 

note. 

Per  Curiam. — You  can  only  be  allowed  to  plead  one 
plea  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  There  can  be  no  diffi- 
culty in  framing  a  plea  which  will  meet  both  points. 


Barton  r.  Ranson. 

Where  an  order  -^^^^  1^  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  obtained  by  Erie 
of  reference  and  fQp  ^n  attachment  aficainst  the  plaintiff  for  non-payment  of 

enlargement  of  ^  or  r   ,f 

time  have  been  money,  in  pursuance  of  an  award.  By  the  order  of  refer* 
Court,  it  cannot   encc,  the  arbitrator  was  to  make  his  award  by  a  certain 

be  shewn  at 

cause  against  an  attachment  for  non-performance  of  the  award,  that  there  was  no  affidavit  that  the 
time  was  duly  enlarged;  but  if  in  fact  there  is  no  such  affidavit,  the  proper  course  is  to  move  to 
set  aside  the  rule  of  Court. 
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day,  with  liberty  to  enlarge  the  time.    An  award  was  made,         1838. 
reciting  that  the  time  had  been  duly  enlarged,  but  there       baktok 
was  no  affidavit  of  that  fact.   It  was  submitted,  that  a  party  <^* 

seeking  to  bring  another  into  contempt,  8hould  shew  that 
every  thing  had  been  done  which  was  requisite.  [Parke, 
B. — That  point  was  decided  in  Davis  v.  Vass  (a)]. 

Erie,  contra,  referred  to  the  rule,  making  the  order  of 
reference  and  enlargement  of  time  a  rule  of  court.  [Parke, 
B. — Is  it  the  practice  to  make  an  enlargement  of  time  a 
rule  of  court,  without  an  affidavit  that  it  was  duly  en- 
larged ?  If  such  affidavit  be  a  necessary  part  of  the  prac- 
tice, the  rule  of  court  will  be  good  evidence  of  that  fact. 
The  case  of  Dickins  v.  Jarvis  (b)  is  precisely  in  point] 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — The  proper  course  would  be  to 
enlarge  the  rule,  so  as  to  afford  the  plaintiff  an  opportunity 
of  moving  to  discharge  the  rule  making  the  order  of  re- 
ference a  rule  of  court,  and  for  the  defendant  to  shew,  by 
affidavit,  that  the  time  was  duly  enlarged. 

Parke,  B. — If  there  has  been  no  affidavit  of  the  due 
enlargement  of  the  time,  the  plaintiff  should  move  to  set 
aside  the  rule  making  the  order  of  reference  and  enlarge- 
ment of  time  a  rule  of  court.  We  must  assume,  prima 
facie,  that  the  Court  is  correct  in  making  that  order  and 
enlargement  of  time  a  rule  of  court. 

Rule  accordingly. 
(a)  15  East,  97.  (b)  5  B.  &  C.  528. 
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The  Court  will 
DOC  compel  a 
pUintiff  to  pro- 
duce a  deed  for 
iospectioa  of 
the  defendant, 
when  the  latter 
has  no  interest 
in  the  deed. 


Smith  and  Another  r.  Winter. 

wV ALLINGER  moved  for  a  rule  nisi,  calling  on  the 
plaintiff  to  produce  a  certain  deed,  in  order  that  the  de- 
fendant might  inspect  and  take  a  copy  thereof.  It  was 
alleged,  that  the  deed  was  necessary  for  the  proposed  de- 
fence, which  was,  that  the  defendant  was  only  liable  in  the 
action  as  surety,  and  that  time  had  been  given  to  the  prin- 
cipal. The  deed  was  executed  by  the  plaintiff,  but  the 
defendant  was  no  party  to  it.  [Parke,  B. — The  only  case 
in  which  such  an  application  is  allowed  is  where  a  party 
holds  a  deed  as  surety  for  another.]  In  Bateman  v.  Phil' 
lips  (a),  the  Court  compelled  a  defendant  to  produce  an 
unstamped  agreement  in  his  custody,  although  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  an  instrumentary  party.  [Gurney,  B. — ^You 
should  give  a  notice  to  produce  it,  and,  if  they  do  not, 
give  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents.]  In  an  action 
against  a  sworn  broker  of  the  city  of  London,  for  negli- 
gence in  making  a  contract,  the  Court,  on  motion,  com- 
pelled him  to  produce  his  books,  in  order  to  enable  the 
plaintiff  to  inspect  and  take  a  copy  of  the  contract :  Brown- 
ing V.  Aylwin  (6). 


Parke,  B. — There,  the  defendant  acted  as  the  agent  of 
both  parties.  In  this  ca^e,  the  defendant  has  no  interest 
whatever  in  the  deed.  If  you  have  no  other  evidence,  you 
must  file  a  bill  of  discovery. 

Rule  refused. 


(a)  4TauDt.  157. 


{b)  7  B.  &  C.  204. 
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1838. 

BURCH  V.  PoYNTER. 

rVORDSWORTH  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  The  rule  of 

why  the  Master  should  not  review  his  taxation,  on  the  ^qJfrf^^hT'' 

ground  that  no  bill  of  costs  had  been  delivered  previously  delivery  of  a 

to  taxation,  as  required  by  the  rule  of  this  Court  of  M.  T.  prertonily  to 

1  Will.  4,  r.  10.     The  action  was  brought  on  a  bill  of  ex-  "^^^{^ 

change,  and  the  defendant  had  not  appeared,  and  it  had  ?^^J2^ 

been  referred  to  the  Master  to  compute  principal  and  in-  has  not  ap- 

tere.t.  ^"^ 

Humfrey  shewed  cause  upon  an  affidavit  that  applica- 
tion had  been  made  to  the  Master,  who  stated  the  prac- 
tice of  the  Court  did  not  require  any  notice  of  taxation 
when  the  defendant  had  not  appeared,  and  that  in  such 
case  the  costs  were  never  allowed.  Besides,  the  rule  of 
H.  T.  4  Will.  4,  s.  17  (a),  which  was  a  rule  of  all  the  Courts, 
and  which  dispenses  with  notice  of  taxation  where  the 
defendant  has  not  appeared,  must  be  considered  by  ne- 
cessary implication  as  superseding  the  rule  of  M.  T.  1 
Will  4,  r.  10.  Bolton  y.  Manning  (b)  is  an  authority  in 
point. 

Wordsworth  contra. — In  the  rule  of  H.  T.  4  Will.  4,  s. 
17,  no  mention  is  made  of  the  rule  of  M.  T.  1  Will.  4,  r. 
10,  which  is  peculiar  to  this  Court,  and  it  does  not  ap- 
pear that  the  former  rule  was  intended  to  affect  it.  [Parke, 
B. — That  rule  only  applies  to  cases  in  which  the  defend- 
ant has  appeared,  otherwise  how  is  the  bill  of  costs  to  be 
delivered.]  Here,  the  plaintiff  has  served  a  notice  of 
taxation,  and  treated  the  case  as  if  the  defendant  had 
appeared. 

Parke,  B.— The  rule  of  M.T.  1  Will.  4,r.  10,  has,  by 
Cfl)  Ante.  Vol.  2,  p.  308.  (6)  Ante,  Vol.  6,  p.  769. 
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necessary  implicatiofi,  taken  away  the  necessity  of  deliver- 
ing a  bill  of  costs,  if  indeed  such  necessity  ever  existed  in 
such  a  case  as  this. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 


wnciVf  to 
coont*  fiir 
mooej  lent, 
money  bod  and 
reeeived,  and 
money  due  oo 
an  aooonnt 
■tated,  tbere 
was  one  de- 
morrer,  oo  the 
groand  that 
they  did  not 
apedfy  any 
time,  the  Coort 
set  aside  the 
demarrer  as 
fiivoloas. 


Jackson  v.  Cawley. 

JMLANSEL  moved  to  set  aside  a  demurrer  as  frivolous. 
The  declaration  contained  counts  for  money  lent,  money 
had  and  received,  and  for  money  due  on  an  account  stated. 
To  these  counts  there  was  one  demurrer,  assigning  for 
cause  that  no  time  was  alleged.  It  was  evident,  from  the 
case  of  Lane  v.  Thelwell  (a),  that  it  was  not  necessary  to 
specify  time  except  in  the  count  on  an  account  stated. 

Pike  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  the  demurrer 
was  good  as  to  part,  and  could  not  therefore  be  set  aside 
as  frivolous. 


Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — It  is  quite  clear  the  demurrer  is 
good  for  nothing. 

Parke,  B. — The  demurrer  is  too  large.     The  rule  must 
be  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  706. 


The  omitrion 
of  the  allegation 
that  John  Dtie 
is  indrbted  to 
the  Queen, 
and  the  "  quo 
minus "  in  a 
dcdantion  in 
ijectment,  is 


Doe  d.  Bloxuam  r.  Roe. 

JBlELLY  moved  to  set  aside  the  service  of  a  declaration 
in  ejectment.  The  declaration  commenced  by  stating  that 
Richurd  Roe  was  attached  to  answer  John  Doe,  &c.,  and 
tliere  was  po  allegation  of  his  being  *'  indebted  to  our 
lady  the  Queen,*'  or  of  the  **  quo  minus"  at  the  conclusion. 
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[Parke,  B. — It  has  been  held  that  an  impossible  title  may         1838. 
be  rejected,  provided  the  notice  be  suflScient.] 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — In  point  of  fact  Richard  Roe  is 
neither  summoned  nor  attached,  neither  is  it  true  that  be 
is  a  debtor  to  the  Queen.  It  appears  to  me  that  the 
omission  is  of  no  importance. 

Parke,  B. — Mr.  Baron  Bayley  stated,  in  this  Court, 
that  the  strict  form  of  declaration  might  be  dispensed  with, 
provided    sufficient    information   was   contained   in    the 

notice. 

Rule  refused. 


Lewis  v.  Alcock. 

OASE.     The  declaration  stated  the  recovery  of  a  judg-  in  an  action 
ment  against  one  Gompertz :  that  thereupon  a  testatum  ^f"'  noHml 
fieri  facias  issued  and  was  delivered  to  the  defendant,  who  i."8:  ""f «'■  ?• 

fa.,  and  falsely 

was  then  sheriff  of  Surrey,  to  execute :  it  then  alleged,  returning  nuiu 

that  although  there  were  then,  and  afterwards,  and  be-  of  not  guilty 

fore  the  return  of  the  said  writ,  divers  goods  and  chattels  ffjl"*^**!*.!, 

of  the  said  Gompertz  within  the  bailiwick  of  the  defend-  writ,  the  deli- 
very of  it  to 
ant  as  such  sheriff,   whereof  the  defendant  could,  and  the  sheriff,  that 

might,  and  ought  to  have  levied  the  monies  indorsed  on  g(^87n  his 
the  writ,  whereof  the  defendant  had  notice,  and  although  ^>lJ^ck»  and 

'  ^  »  ©      that  he  had  no- 

a  reasonable  time  for  the  defendant  to  have  made  the  ticeofit.    The 
levy,   and  before  he  made  the  return  to  the  writ,   had  defence  avaii-^ 
elapsed,  yet   the  defendant,   not  regarding  his  duty  as  pj^l  are  *Ui!u*' 
such  sheriff,  did  not  nor  would  within  such  reasonable  he  did  levy 
time  levy  the  said  monies  or  any  part  thereof,  but  therein  aonabie  time, 
wholly  failed  and  made  default,  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  not  roake*the  ^* 
on  &c.,  falsely  returned  upon  the  said  writ,  that  Gom-  return  alleged, 
pertz  had  not  any  goods  or  chattels  in   his   bailiwick, 
whereof  he  might  cause  to  be  levied  the  damages  afore- 
said.    The  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty. 
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183S.  At  the  trial  before  Litiledale,  J.,  at  the  last  assizes  for 

the  county  of  Surrey,  evidence  was  tendered  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  to  shew  that  Gompertz  had  not  any 
croods  within  the  defendant's  bailiwick.  This  evidence 
was  objected  to  by  the  plaintiff,  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  not  admissible  under  the  plea  of  not  guilty.  The 
learned  Judge  received  the  evidence,  and  a  verdict  was 
found  for  the  defendant. 

Channellf  and  Petersdorff  having  obtained  a  rule  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  or  for  a  new  trial, 

Thesiger,  Dowling^  and  Turner  shewed  cause,  and  en- 
deavoured to  distinguish  the  present  case  from  Wright  v. 
Lainson  (a).  Here,  the  fact  of  there  being  goods  in  the 
defendant's  bailiwick  was  not  mere  matter  of  inducement, 
or  a  fact  separately  and  independently  alleged  in  it,  but 
it  was  involved  in  the  breach  of  duty,  and  therefore  was  in 
issue  under  the  plea  of  not  guilty.  In  actions  for  an  escape, 
the  plea  of  not  guilty  operates  as  a  denial  of  the  neglect 
or  default  of  the  sheriff  or  his  ofBcers,  but  not  of  the 
debt,  judgment,  or  preliminary  proceedings.  There  could 
be  no  breach  of  duty  unless  Gompertz  had  goods  in  the 
defendant's  bailiwick. 

Parke,  B. — The  inducement  points  out  the  duty  of  the 
sheriff  to  do  the  particular  thing  upon  which  the  complaint 
arises.  In  Wright  v.  Lainson^  the  duty  was  alleged  to  be 
to  pay  over  the  money  levied ;  and  the  breach  was,  that 
he  did  not  so  pay  it  over.  Here,  the  duty  pointed  out  by 
the  inducement  is,  to  levy  within  a  reasonable  time;  and 
the  breach  is,  that  he  did  not  so  levy.  There  is  then  a 
further  allegation  that  he  returned  nulla  bona,  which  is  a 
wrongful  act,  if  the  fact  be  true,  as  stated  in  the  induce- 

(«)  Ante,  p.  14fi- 


Alcock. 
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ment,  that  there  were  goods  of  Gompertz  within  his  baili-         1838. 
wick :  but  that  fact  must  be  taken  to  be  true,  inasmuch  as  ^""^ 

Lewis 

it  is  not  denied.     The  plea,  by  not  denying,  admits  the  v. 

judgment,  the  writ,  the  deHvery  of  it  to  the  defendant  as 
sheriff,  that  there  were  goods  in  his  baiHwick,  and  that 
the  defendant  had  notice  of  it.  The  only  propositions 
available  to  the  defendant  under  his  plea  are,  1st,  that  he 
did  levy  within  a  reasonable  time ;  and,  2ndly,  that  he  did 
not  make  the  return  alleged.  As  to  the  illustration  of  the 
rule  given  in  an  action  for  an  escape,  we  had  to  consider 
it  in  the  case  of  Wright  v.  Lainson,  and  there  is  no  doubt 
that  the  operation  of  the  plea  in  that  instance  is  incom- 
pletely stated.  It  operates  as  an  admission,  not  only  of 
the  preliminary  proceedings,  but  of  all  the  facts  stated  in 
the  inducement.  The  rule  must  be  absolute  for  a  new 
trial,  the  defendant  to  be  at  liberty  to  amend. 

Alderson,  B. — The  plea  of  not  guilty  puts  that  fact  in 
issue  which  is  wrongful,  if  the  facts  stated  in  the  induce- 
ment be  true.  Now,  the  inducement  states  as  a  fact,  that 
there  were  goods  of  Gompertz  in  defendant's  bailiwick ; 
and  that  fact  not  being  denied  by  the  plea,  is  admitted  to 
be  true.  Then  it  is  alleged,  that  the  defendant  returned 
nulla  bona.  That  return,  therefore,  becomes  a  wrongful 
act,  by  force  of  what  is  admitted  in  the  inducement;  and 
it  is  the  wrongful  act  put  in  issue  by  the  plea  of  not  guilty. 
The  word  '^  falsely  "  denotes  a  conclusion  of  law,  if  the 
facts  stated  in  the  inducement  be  true ;  but  it  is  not  a 
separate  and  traversable  allegation.  As  for  the  breach  of 
duty  in  not  levying,  the  defendant  seeks  to  excuse  himself, 
and  improperly  obtains  a  verdict  by  proof  of  a  fact,  the 
contrary  of  which  is  admitted  by  him  on  (he  record. 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial,  on  payment  of 
costs  by  the  defendant,  he  being  at  liberty 
to  amend  his  plea. 
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1838. 

HOLDERNESS   V.  BaRKWITH. 

caiiM,\n  attor-  J^^RLE  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  to  rescind  an  order  of 

^kt^^'ch  Gumey,  B.,  •*  for  the  taxation  of  the  costs  of  the  plain- 

howerer  fiiMiU,  tiff  *s  attorney^  and  that  in  case  of  less  than  one-sixth  being 

sot  entitled,  the  taken  off,  the  plaintiff  should  pay  the  costs  of  the  taxa* 

Stow  himX     ^"^"•''     '^**®  ^"'  ^*»  indorsed  for  50/.  debt,  and  3/.  costs, 
coeuofuxa-      Upon  taxation,  9s.  2d.  were  taken  off,  and  the  Master 

tion,  though 

lesa  than  one-       allowed  21.  lOs.  lOd. 

lizth  is  taken 
oft 

Plait  shewed  cause. —  It  is  admitted  by  the  taxation 
that  the  attorney  is  entitled  to  21.  lOs.  lOd.,  and  yet  this 
rule  is  to  give  the  plaintiff  the  costs  of  the  taxation. 
[ParJce^  B. — If  one-sixth  is  taken  off,  the  attorney  is  to 
pay  the  costs,  but  not  vice  versa.]  Costs  are  of  a  fluctua- 
ting nature,  and  an  attorney  cannot  calculate  exactly  to 
how  much  he  is  entitled.  [Parke ^  B. — In  short  cases  of 
this  kind,  an  attorney  ought  not  to  put  down  one  shilling 
more  than  he  is  entitled  to.]  He  must  indorse  upon  the 
writ  the  probable  amount  of  costs,  and  it  is  difficult  for 
him  to  tell  what  the  Master  will  allow.  [Parke^  B. — The 
only  costs  that  are  fluctuating  are  the  costs  of  service.] 

The  Court  then  examined  the  bill,  by  which  it  ap- 
peared that  Ss.  6d.,  charged  for  a  letter,  had  been  struck 
out,  because  it  was  not  written ;  and  there  was  another 
item  of  2«.,  to  which  the  attorney  had  no  claim  whatever. 

GuRNEY,  B. — If  these  facts  had  been  before  me,  I 
should  not  have  made  the  order. 

Parke,  B. — If  one  shilling  too  much  were  wilfuUy 
charged,  I  think  the  attorney  ought  not  to  have  the  costs. 

Alderson,  B. — But  if  the  charge  was  made  through 
mistake  or  inadvertence,  it  is  another  matter. 
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Parke,  B. — A  different  rule  may  be  applied  where  there 
is  a  long  bill,  from  the  case  of  a  short  one,  where  the  at- 
torney must  know  how  much  he  is  entitled  to  charge.  The 
rule  must  be  absolute. 

Rule  absolute  (a). 

(a)  See  Baker  y.  Wills,  2  G.  &  &  E.  856 ;  Elwood  v.  Pearce.  8 
M.  4 1 5 ;  MilU  v.  Bevett,  1  Adol.      fiing.  83,  S.  C. ;  1 M.  &  Scott,  ]  59. 


1838. 

HOLDERNBBB 

9. 

Baekwith. 


Doe  d.  Hindle  r.  Roe. 

tf  AMES  moved  for  judgment  against  the  casual  ejector* 
There  were  four  tenants  who  were  lessees  of  four  adjoin- 
ing houses,  three  of  whom  had  been  served  personally, 
but  the  fourth  had  left  the  premises,  and  it  was  not  known 
where  he  was  to  be  found.  The  declaration  had  been 
fixed  on  the  door  of  the  house.  The  Court  were  inclined 
to  think  that  the  landlord  should  have  proceeded  as  upon 
a  vacant  possession ;  but  Doe  d.  Osbaldiston  v.  Roe  {a) 
being  cited,  a  rule  nisi  was  granted,  to  be  served  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  declaration. 

On  a  subsequent  day  the  rule  was  made  absolute,  on 
affidavit  of  service  as  to  all  the  tenants,  on  the  authority 
of  the  above  case. 

Rule  absolute  (6). 


When  there 
were  four  ad- 
joining hooief, 
and  three  of 
the  tenanii  had 
been  personally 
•enred,  but  the 
fourih  having 
left  the  pre- 
miaes,  the  de- 
claration waa 
affixed  to  the 
door  of  the 
house,  the 
Court  granted 
a  rule  nial  for 
judgment 
agttinat  the 
casual  ejector, 
to  be  senred  in 
the  same  way  aa 
the  declaration. 


(a)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  456. 

(h)  See  Doe  d.  "Norman  v.  Hoe, 


ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  399. 
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COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 

IN  THE  FIRST  YEAR  OF  THE  REIGN  OF  VICTORIA. 


HILARY  TERM,  1  VICTORIA,  1838. 

183S.  XT  IS  ORDERED,  that  the  17th  article  of  the  Rule  made  in 
Hilary  Term,  2  Will.  4  (a),  for  regulating  the  practice  of 
all  the  Courts  of  Kings  Bench,  Common  Pleas,  and  Exche- 
quer of  Picas  !)e  from  henceforth  annulled  ;  and  that  in 
all  cases  special  hail  may  be  justified  before  a  Judge  at 
Chambers  both  in  term  and  vacation. 

It  is  also  okdeuhd,  that  no  rule  for  a  special  jury  shall 
be  granted  on  behalf  of  any  defendant  or  plaintiff  in  reple- 
vin, except  on  an  affidavit  either  stating  that  no  notice  of 
trial  has  been  given,  or  if  it  has  been  given,  then  stating 
the  day  for  widch  such  notice  has  been  given,  and  in  the 
latter  case  no  such  rule  is  to  be  granted,  unless  such  appli- 
cation is  made  for  it  more  than  six  days  before  that  day ; 
provided  that  a  Judge  may,  on  summons,  order  a  rule  for 
a  special  jury  to  be  drawn  up  at  any  time. 

It  is  further  ordered,  that  henceforth  every  rule  of 
Court  delivered  out  in  vacation  shall  be  dated  the  day  of 
the  month  and  week  on  which  the  same  is  delivered  out, 
but  shall  be  intitled  as  of  the  Term  immediately  preced- 
ing such  vacation. 

Denman,  J.  Parke, 

N.  C.  TiNDAL,  J.  B.  BoSANQUET, 

Abingek,  E.  H.  Alderson^ 

J.  A.  Park,  J.  Gurney. 

(o)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  186. 
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1838. 
Daley  (Executor)  v.  Mahon. 

JJlURLSTONE  moved  for  a  rule,  calling  on  the  plaintiff  Oyer  being 
to  shew  cause  why  judgment,  which  had   been  signed  in  JJftere  testa-* 
this  cause,  should   not  be  set  aside  for  irregularity,  with  ^^r^'3^'  f  , 

'^  ^ '  which  profcrt  is 

costs.     The  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  as  execu-  made,  tiie  plain- 
tor,  and  the  declaration  made  profert  of  the  letters  testa-  executor,  the 
mentary.     Oyer  in  writing  was  demanded,  and  the  letters  JJ^'^  i^t^w  [e" 
testamentary  only,  and  not  the  will,  were  set  out  in  the  fol-  t^naenury  must 

,       .         ^  tfc       ,  be  set  out,  and 

lowmg  form :  "  By  the  tenor  of  these  presents,  we  John  judgment  hav- 
George,  by  Divine  Providence,  Archbishop  of  Armagh,  bjfth"piain?^ 
and  primate  of  the  metropolis  of  Ireland,  do  make  known  tui^biTsetaside 
to  all  men,  that  the  last  will  and  testament  of  James  Daley  for  ir«gu- 
hereunto  annexed,  was  proved  and  approved  in  common  proper  oyer  has 
form  of  law,  and  the  validity  thereof  registered  on  the  1st  "**      ng»v«n- 
April,  183G,  and  execution  thereof  and  administration  of 
the  goods  were  and  are  granted  by  these  presents  to  H.  B. 
Daley,  saving  the  rights  of  J.D.  Lynch  and  M.M'Donough, 
the  other  executors  named  therein.'*   Judgment  by  default 
having  afterwards  been  signed,  the  present  application 
was  made. 

It  was  contended  that  the  will  ought  to  have  been  set 
out,  and  a  copy  of  it,  certified  under  the  hand  of  the  Ordi- 
nary, given,  instead  of  the  mere  certificate  which  had  been 
given  to  the  defendant.  The  will  and  letters  testamentary 
should  have  been  set  out  together,  as  one  entire  document. 
The  rule  having  been  granted, 

SheCy  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  shewed  cause.  He 
contended,  that  sufiicient  had  been  done  to  meet  the  case. 
All  that  the  defendant  required  to  know  was,  that  the 
plaintiff  had  authority  to  sue  as  executor,  and  as  this  was 
clearly  shewn  by  the  certificate,  he  had  all  necessary  in- 
formation. It  would  be  useless  to  set  out  the  whole  will 
upon  the  record,  because  that  would  be  attended  with 
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1838.        great  expense,  when  the  will  itself  might  be  examined  in 
the  place  in  which  it  was  filed. 

Hurlstone,  contra,  cited  Williams  on  Executors,  p.  158^ 
and  1  Will.  Saund.  291  {a),  n.,  and  contended,  on  their 
authority,  that  the  will  must  be  set  out.  The  defendant, 
if  he  did  not  know  the  contents  of  the  will,  could  not  plead 
the  non-joinder  of  other  executors  with  the  plaintiff.  It 
would  be  impossible  to  inspect  the  will  within  the  time 
allowed  for  pleading  in  abatement,  because  it  was  in 
Ireland. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — I  think  that  in  this  case,  the  oyer 
craved  has  not  been  properly  given.  The  ordinary  form 
of  the  declaration  is,  that  the  plaintiff  brings  into  Court 
the  letters  testamentary,  by  which  it  is  sufficiently  shewn 
that  he  is  executor;  the  defendant  then  craves  oyer,  and 
it  is  customary  to  set  the  will  out,  because  the  letters  tes- 
tamentary incorporate  the  will  annexed  by  express  re- 
ference. That  this  is  the  general  understanding  appears 
from  Strange,  412,  where  the  declaration  was  of  Trinity 
Term,  and  it  was  objected,  that  the  instrument  under  the 
seal  of  the  Ordinary  did  not  bear  date  until  the  following 
November;  but  the  Court  said  that  an  exemplification 
shewing  that  there  was  a  probate  before  action  was  suffi- 
cient, and  such  was  the  course  constantly  pursued.  In 
Hensloe's  case  (a),  it  is  laid  down,  that  the  testament  must 
be  shewn,  duly  proved  under  the  seal  of  the  Ordinary. 
Therefore,  when  oyer  is  prayed,  the  defendant  should  have 
a  copy  of  the  will,  as  well  as  of  the  letters  testamentary.  The 
only  objection  is  the  expense,  but  the  defendant  is  the  per- 
son who  bears  the  charge,  and  that  will  act  as  a  sufficient 
check  on  improper  demands  of  this  description.  Judgment 

(a)  9  Goke*8  Rep.  38. 
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having  been  signed  therefore  in  this  case,  without  proper  1838. 

oyer  being  given,  it  must  be  set  aside>  and  the  present  rule  ^"^T^^""^ 

made  absolute.  o. 


Mahon. 


The  other  Judges  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


Bartrum  v.  Williams  and  Others. 

JlLATT  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  which  had  been  Where  three 
obtained  by  E.  V.  Williams  for  setting  aside  the  declara-  J;^^,"td"Inr 
tion,  and  all  subsequent  proceedings  in  this  cause,  for  baiUbie  writ, 
irregularity,  with  costs.     It  appeared  tliat  a  bailable  writ  being  an  admi- 
had  been  sued  out  against  three  defendants.     They  were  di8char«'d*but 
all  three  arrested,  and  two  of  them  went  to  prison;  but  the  othen go  to 

.  pnson,  although 

the  third,  being  an  administratrix,  obtained  a  superse-  thepUlntifif 
deas,  and  was  discharged.     A  declaration  was  delivered  against  the  re- 
by  the  plaintiff  on  the  22nd  of  November,  1837,  against  ^^^niyf ' 
the  two  prisoners  only ;  and,  on  the  16th  of  December,  they  cannot  set 
an  application  was  made  to  Mr.  Justice  Bosanquet   at  ration  for  irre- 
chambers   to   set  aside   the   declaration.     That  learned  havlng^pieaded. 
Judge,  however,  was  of  opinion  that  the  order  prayed 
for   should  not  be  made,  because  the  parties  were   too 
late,   and   because  several  intermediate  steps  had   been 
taken  in  the  cause.     It  appeared,  that  previously  to  this 
application  being  made,  the  defendant's  attorneys  had  de- 
manded a  declaration  several  times,  being  unaware  that 
the  declaration  had  already  been  delivered  at  the  gaol  for 
their  clients,  with  whom  they  had  had  no  communication. 
This  application  being  refused,  the  defendants  obtained 
time  to  plead,  and  subsequently  pleaded.    It  was  now  sub- 
mitted, that  the  opinion  of  the  learned  Judge  at  chambers 
was  right,  and  that  the  course  adopted  by  the  defendants 
operated  as  a  waiver  of  their  right  to  come  to  the  Court 
to  set  aside  the  declaration,  on  the  ground  of  its  having 

VOL,  VL  E  E  D.  P*  C. 
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1838.         been  delivered  as  against  them  only,  the  name  of  the  third 
Bartruk      defendant,  originally  arrested,  being  omitted. 


Williams. 


E,  V,  Williams^  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended  that 
the  Court,  notwithstanding  the  apparent  waiver  which  had 
taken  place  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  would,  never- 
theless, make  the  rule  absolute,  its  object  being  that  the 
administratrix,  who  had  been  arrested  by  the  defendant 
without  any  just  cause,  should  enter  a  non  pros.,  in  order 
the  better  to  support  an  execution  for  a  malicious  arrest. 
It  would  be  seen  that  she  could  not  do  this  hy  any  other 
means  than  those  she  had  adopted ;  and  it  was  contended 
that  she  ought  not  to  suffer  in  her  rights  by  any  act  of 
negligence  whicb  might  appear  on  the  part  of  the  other 
defendants.  Those  acts,  however,  did  not  amount  to  a 
waiver,  for  their  object  was  to  prevent  judgment  being 
obtained  against  the  defendants,  and  they  were  no  admis- 
sions that  the  plaintiff  was  proceeding  regularly.  Wood^ 
cock  V.  Kilby  (a),  was  a  case  where  a  summons  for  time  to 
plead  being  taken  out,  was  held  to  be  no  waiver  of  an 
irregularity.  There,  the  defendants  in  vacation,  took  out 
a  summons  at  Chambers  to  set  aside  the  declaration  for 
irregularity,  but  it  was  dismissed,  and  the  Judge  refused 
to  grant  time  to  apply  to  the  Court  in  term,  and  the  sum- 
mons for  time  to  plead  was  then  taken  out.  Rock  v.  John- 
son  (&),  was  also  in  point.  The  present  mode  of  applying 
was  the  only  means  by  which  a  non  pros,  could  be  obtained 
as  regarded  the  administratrix. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — This  is  an  application  made  by  two 
defendants  to  set  aside  a  declaration  delivered  by  the 
plaintiff;  and  one  of  the  grounds  on  which  it  is  made  is, 
that  a  third  person  was  included  in  the  writ  on  which  they 
were  arrested,  who  has  not  been  declared  against,  and 

(a)  Ante,  Vol  4,  p.  730.  (6)  Id.  p.  405. 


Williams. 
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who  has  been  discharged  on  a  supersedeas.     I  do  not         1838. 

enter  into  the  case  of  that  third  person,  however,  because 

'  ^  Bartrum 

she   is    not   before  the  Court.     A  summons  for  time  to  9. 

plead  was  taken  out,  and  a  plea  was  actually  pleaded, 
and  yet  tliey  now  come  to  ask  us  to  set  aside  the  declara- 
tion and  all  sub>equent  proceedings,  when,  upon  every 
principle,  they  are  out  of  Court.  The  rule  must  be  dis- 
charged. 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 

Rule  discharged 


CoLLEV  V,  Smith  and  Others. 

JXiURPHY  moved  for  a  rule  calling  on  three  of  the  de-  when  there  are 

fendants  in  this  action,  to  shew  cause  why  one  of  them  [hre/o?who?n'' 

should  not  be  ordered  to  produce  a  partnership  deed«un-  h*veiuffered 

der  which,  he  had  been  acting,  with  the  other  defendants,  default,  the 

in  transactions  with  the  plaintiff.     There  were  four  de-  Required  by 

fendants,  of  whom  three  had  suffered  judgment  by  default.  »"^P«n* «« 

'                                                            J      o               ^  produce  a  deed 

The  present  application  was  made  on  behalf  of  Smith,  of  partnership 
the  fourth  defendant,  who  defended  separately;   and  it  four  were  act- 
was  sworn   that  the  deed  was  in  the  possession  of  the  '"fi^j^  $„* 
other  defendants  **»«  matter* 

which  gave  rise 
to  the  action ; 

TiNDAL,  C,  J. — Why  not  serve  them  with  a  subpoen&  but  the  Court 

,  will  not  mske 

duces  tecum  C  an  order  re- 
quiring them  to 

Murphy  said  that  some  difficulty  might  arise,  if  such  a  deed. 
course  were  taken,  as  to  whether  they  could  be  examined 
in  their  own  cause. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — The  mere  fact  of  their  producing  the 
deed  would  not  render  them  witnesses ;  and  I  think  it  will 
be  sufficient  to  serve  them  with  a  subpoena.         * 

Rule  refused. 
E  £  2 
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When  an  ap- 
plication is 
made  for  a 
distringas,  the 
affidavit  should 
shew  that  the 
deponent  be- 
lievea  the  de- 
fendant to  be 
resident  in 
England;  and 
when  it  is  only 
alleged  that 
inquiries  have 
been  made  at 
the  last  **  sup- 
posed" place 
of  abode  of  the 
defendant,  it  is 
insuffidenu 


EsDAiLE  V.  Marshall. 

FT.  H»  WATSON  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  which 
had  been  obtained  by  IVilde,  Serjt.,  and  the  object  of 
which  was,  that  a  judgment,  signed  in  this  cause,  should 
be  set  aside  for  irregularity.  It  was  an  action  brought  by 
the  plaintiff,  who  was  a  banker,  against  the  defendant,  on 
a  bill  of  exchange  for  2,500/. ;  and  a  distringas  had  been 
granted  by  Parkf  J.,  at  Chambers,  against  the  defendant, 
to  which  there  was  a  return  of  nulla  bona,  and  the  plain- 
tiff then  entered  an  appearance  for  the  defendant,  and 
proceeded  to  judgment.  Proceedings  were  afterwards 
had  against  the  defendant  on  this  judgment  in  the  French 
courts,  the  defendant  being  resident  in  France.  Cause 
was  now  shewn  on  affidavits,  in  which  it  was  contended 
that  the  plaintiff  had  taken  all  the  steps  necessary  to  dis- 
cover whether  the  defendant  was  resident  in  this  country 
or  not,  and  that  the  distringas  and  subsequent  judgment 
were  right.  There  was  no  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiffs,  and  the  terms  of  the  act  of  Parliament  {2  Will.  4, 
c.  39,  8.  9,)  had  been  complied  with  on  the  issuing  of  the 
distringas.  The  affidavits  on  which  the  writ  had  been 
granted  stated  that  the  bill  of  exchange  became  due  on 
26th  August,  1826,  and  that  the  action  was  commenced  in 
Hilary  Term,  1836;  and  that  inquiry  had  been  made  on 
the  5th,  6th,  and  19ih  February,  1837,  for  the  defendant, 
**  at  the  last  supposed  place  of  his  abode,*'  Ebsford  Cot- 
tage, Devonshire;  but  that  the  result  of  that  inquiry 
was  only,  that  the  defendant  was  not  there;  and  on  subse- 
quent inquiries  being  made,  it  was  stated  that  the  defend- 
ant was  supposed  to  be  in  London  or  France, 


Wilde^  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended  that 
the  affidavit  in  support  of  the  distringas  was  quite  insuffi- 
cient ;  for  that  neither  the  plaintiff  nor  his  attorney  denied 
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that  he  was  acquainted  with  the  fact  of  the  defendant's         1838. 
being  abroad  when  the  distringas  was  obtained,  or  asserted 
that  they  believed  he  lived  in  England  at  that  time.     The  v 

affidavits  did  not  even  pursue  the  ordinary  form  of  alleg- 
ing the  necessary  number  of  calls  and  appointments  which 
were  required  in  every  case  which  came  before  the  Court, 
and  it  did  not  state  that  any  inquiries  were  made  of  the 
friends  of  the  defendant  who  were  well  known.  The  al- 
legation, besides,  of  the  inquiries  being  made  at  the  last 
**  supposed  *'  place  of  abode  of  the  defendant,  was  insuffi- 
cient. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  the  affidavit  is 
so  framed  that  the  writ  of  distringas  may  be  said  to  iiave 
issued  without  sufficient  or  the  usual  authority.  We  can- 
not say  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  knowledge  of  the  defend- 
ant being  abroad,  but  I  think  the  party  ought  to  be  let  in 
to  defend  on  entering  a  common  appearance.  These 
matters  must  be  watched  very  narrowly. 

Rule  absolute. 


Newton  v.  Spencer. 

rrlLDE,   Serjt.,    shewed    cause    against  a  rule  nisi  The |>roTitioni 
which  had  been  obtained  for  the  review  of  the  taxation  ^  wm  *^!md 
of  costs,  on  the  ground  that  the  attorney  was  not  entitled  ^  ^'^'-  ^•^^' 

°  ''  are  prospectiTe 

to  the  costs  which  had  been  allowed.  It  appeared  that  only,  and  there- 
the  writ  of  summons  in  the  action  had  been  issued  on  the  commencing  an 
l^th  of  May,  1837,  and  the  cause  was  tried  at  the  last  York  fction,  before 

^ '  '  the  act  was  in 

Summer  Assizes,  the  commission  day  of  which  was  the  operation,  in  the 
1 1th  of  July.  By  the  statute  7  Will.  4  &  I  Vict.  c.  56,  s.  4,  not  being  duly ' 
it  was  provided,  **  That  any  person  who  shall  have  been  toroey*oCthaV" 
duly  admitted  an  attorney  in  any  one  of  her  Majesty's  ^^^  ^'  entitled 

^  .  ^  •^       "^       to  recover  such 

Courts  of  law,  at  Westminster,  shall  be  at  liberty  to  prac-  costs  only  as 
tice  in  any  other  of  her  Majesty's  Courts,  although  he  may  Tfker  thepming 

of  the  act. 


402  CASES  ON  POINTS  OF  PRACTICE,  C.  P. 

1838.         not  have  been  admitted  thereof,  and  that  no  person  having 
Nbwtoic       ^^^^  d^ly  admiiled  an  attorney  or  solicitor  in  any  of  her 
«•  Majesty's  Courts  of  law  or  equity  at  Westminster,  shall  be 

prevented  from  recovering  or  receiving  the  amount  of  any 
costs  which  would  otherwise  have  been  due  to  him,  by  rea- 
son of  his  not  being  admitted  an  attorney  or  soHcitor  of 
the  Court  in  which  such  costs  shall  have  been  incurred.*' 
This  act  received  the  royal  assent  on  the  15th  of  July, 
1837,  and  judgment  having  been  signed  on  the  15th  of  No« 
Tember,  in  this  cause,  the  costs  were  taxed,  and  the  whole 
of  those  claimed  were  allowed,  although  the  objection  was 
taken,  that  the  attorney,  not  being  an  attorney  of  this 
Courts  was  entitled  to  such  only  as  had  been  incurred  sub- 
sequently to  the  15th  of  July.  It  was  now  stated,  that  many 
of  the  charges  had  been  incurred  after  the  royal  assent  was 
given  to  tbe  bill,  and  that,  as  to  the  allowance  of  those 
items,  there  was  no  objection.  But  it  was  contended  that 
those  items  incurred  before  the  passing  of  the  act,  as  well 
as  those  which  subsequently  became  due,  must  be  allowed, 
for  the  statute  was  retrospective  in  its  provisions.  The 
statute,  besides,  referred  to  the  time  at  which  it  was  sought 
to  obtain  the  payment  of  costs,  and  not  to  the  time  at 
which  they  were  incurred.  At  all  events,  the  plaintiff 
would  be  entitled  to  recover  those  sums  which  he  had 
himself  advanced,  as  he  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  suffer 
in  consequence  of  any  neglect  or  irregularity  of  his  attor- 
ney :  Paierson  v.  Powell  (a),  and  other  cases,  were  in 
point.  It  had  been  held  that  the  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4, 
c  42,  s.  31,  by  which  executors  were  made  liable  to  costs, 
had  a  retrospective  effect,  and  that  executors  who  had 
commenced  an  action  before  the  passing  of  that  act  were 
liable  to  the  costs  of  such  action:  Freeman  v.  Moyes  {b) 
and  these  cases  were  analogous. 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  738.  (6)  1  Ad.  &  El.  338. 
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Wighiman,  in  support  of  the  nile>  contended  that  the         1838. 
statute   was   wholly  prospective  in  its  effects,  and   that        newtoh 
no  costs  could  be  recovered  by  the  attorney,  in  respect  <'• 

of  any  matter,  before  the  royal  assent  was  given.  Za- 
iham  v.  Hide  (a)  was  a  case  in  which  it  was  held,  that 
where  an  attorney  practised  in  a  Court  in  which  he  was 
not  admitted,  he  could  not  maintain  an  action  for  fees, 
nor  even  for  money  out  of  pocket.  If  the  principle  were 
held  to  apply  to  an  action  existing  at  the  time  of  the  pass- 
ing of  the  act,  it  might  be  extended  to  an  action  which  had 
been  concluded  long  before.  Supposing  a  judgment  to  have 
been  suffered  in  this  case  on  the  14th  of  July,  would  the 
attorney  then  be  entitled  to  his  costs  ?  It  was  submitted, 
that  he  would  not;  and  although  they  might  be  taxed  after 
the  act  was  passed,  and  it  was  at  the  time  of  the  taxation 
that  the  attorney's  demand  would  be  made,  yet  he  would 
have  no  title  under  the  act.  The  words  of  the  act  were, 
that  the  attorney  "  shall  be  at  liberty,"  &c.,  and  surely 
this  must  be  held  to  be  prospective ;  and  its  being  followed 
by  the  expression  that  the  attorney  *^  shall  not  be  pre- 
vented from  recovering  or  receiving  the  amount  of  any 
costs**  which  might  be  due  to  him,  clearly  carried  out 
the  obvious  meaning  of  the  previous  part  of  the  section, 
and  declared  that  that  should  be  the  future  practice 
pursued. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  the  words  of 
this  clause,  which  empower  attorneys  to  recover  costs  for 
business  done  in  Courts  in  which  they  have  not  been 
duly  admitted,  are  not  retrospective.  Before  the  act  was 
passed,  no  attorney  could  sue  for  costs  incurred  in  a  Court 
in  which  he  had  not  been  admitted ;  but  this  act  confers 
a  power  upon  attorneys  to  transact  business  in  any  Court 
and  to  recover  their  fees  for  so  doing,  but  the  remedy  need 

(a)  Anle,Vol.  l,p.594. 
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Newton 

0. 

Spbncbr. 


not  in  any  case  be  made  more  than  co-extensive  with  the 
new  authority  which  is  given.  As  the  attorney,  then,  has 
the  right  only  from  the  15th  of  July,  he  ought  not  to  have 
the  right  to  sue  except  for  business  done  after  that  time. 
The  act,  therefore,  appears  to  me  be  prospective  only^  and 
in  this  case  will  entitle  the  attorney  to  recover  those  fees 
only  which  were  incurred  since  its  coming  into  operation. 
The  Master  will  give  the  attorney  only  such  costs  as  ac« 
crued  after  the  idth  of  July. 

Rule  absolute. 


Altbougb,  in 
an  indenture 
by  which  pre* 
miset  are  de* 
mited  by  the 
plaintiff  to  one 
A.  C,  by  whom 
they  are  as- 
signed to  the 
defendant,  it 
U  provided  that, 
in  the  event 
of  there  being 
rent  in  arrear, 
the  pUintiff 
shall  re-enter, 
**  as  if  the  in- 
denture had 
never  been 
made,"  the 
plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  an 
action  of  cove- 
nant for  the 
rent  reserved, 
which  accrued 
before  the 
re-entry. 


Hartshorns  r.  Watson. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  covenant  for  rent  brought  by  the 
plaintiff,  as  lessor  of  certain  premises,  against  the  defen- 
dant, as  assignee  of  the  lease.  The  declaration  alleged, 
that  on  the  1st  of  April,  1812,  by  a  certain  indenture  then 
made  between  the  plaintiff  and  one  A.  C,  the  plaintiff* 
demised  unto  the  said  A.  C.  a  certain  shop  and  premises, 
to  have  and  to  hold  the  said  shop  and  premises  unto  the 
said  A.  C,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
from  the  25th  of  March  then  last  past,  for  the  term  of 
twenty-six  years;  paying  every  year  during  the  said  term 
unto  the  plaintiff,  &c.,  the  net  yearly  rent  of  100/.  on  the 
usual  days  for  paying  rent  in  the  year,  the  first  payment 
thereof  to  be  made  on  the  24th  of  June  then  next  ensuing, 
clear,  &c.,  by  virtue  of  which  demise  the  said  A.  C.  after- 
wards entered  in  and  upon  the  said  demised  premises, 
and  became  and  was  possessed  of  the  same  for  the  term 
aforesaid,  &c. ;  and  that  after  the  making  of  the  said  in- 
denture, and  during  the  term  thereby  granted,  to  wit,  &c, 
all  the  estate  of  the  said  A.  C,  by  assignment,  &c.,  be- 
came and  was  legally  vested  in  the  defendant,  who  then 
entered  into  and  upon  the  said  demised  premises,  &c., 
and  became  and  was  possessed  thereof  for  the  residue  of 
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the  term  before  mentioned,  and  continued  so  possessed         1B38. 
until  the  25th  of  March,  1830.  That  after  the  said  assign-   H^gH,^»„. 

ment,  and   after  said  defendant  so,  as  aforesaid,  became  9. 

_    -  .01  t*  •         Watioh. 

possessed,  &c.  to  wit,  &c.,  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit, 

a  sum  of  150/.  of  the  rent  aforesaid  for  the  space  of  one 
year  and  two  quarters  of  the  said  term  then  elapsed,  the 
whole  of  such  period  having  elapsed  after  the  defendant 
had  so  by  the  assigment  aforesaid  become  possessed,  &c., 
became,  and  was,  and  still  is  in  arrear  and  unpaid  to 
the  plaintiff.  The  defendant,  in  addition  to  some  other 
previous  pleas,  pleaded  that,  in  and  by  the  said  supposed 
indenture,  it  was  provided  that  if  the  said  rent  should  be 
behind  and  unpaid  for  the  space  of  fourteen  days  next 
after  any  of  the  days  of  payment ;  or  if  the  said  A.  C, 
his  executors,  &c.,  should  neglect  or  fail  in^  or  be  guilty  of 
a  breach  or  non-performance  of  any  of  the  covenants, 
clauses^  conditions,  and  agreements  in  the  said  indenture 
contained,  &c.,  from  thenceforth  it  should  and  miglit  be 
lawful  to  and  for  the  said  plaintiff,  his  executors,  &c.,  into 
and  upon  any  part  of  the  said  demised  premises,  in  the 
name  of  the  whole,  to  re-enter,  and  the  same  to  have 
again,  as  if  the  said  indenture  had  never  been  made ;  and 
that  during  the  term,  &c.  to  wit,  on  the  ^th  of  March, 
1830,  default  was  made  in  the  payment  of  the  rent  re- 
served, that  is  to  say,  for  the  said  arrears  which  the  plain- 
tiff sought  to  recover  in  this  action,  to  wit,  &c. ;  and  the 
said  A.  C«,  his  executors,  &c.  therein  neglected  and 
failed  in,  and  were  guilty  of  a  breach  or  non-performance 
of  the  covenants,  clauses,  conditions,  and  agreements  in 
the  said  indenture  contained,  &c. ;  whereupon  the  plain- 
tiff by  reason  thereof,  after  the  said  sum  of  150/.  of  the 
rent  aforesaid,  for  the  space  aforesaid  had  been  and  was 
in  arrear,  and  fourteen  days  after  the  day  of  payment 
thereof,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  June,  1830,  and  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  into  and  upon  all  and  every 
part  of  the  said  demised  premises  re-entered,  and  the 
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183S.         same  bad  again  as  if  the  said  lease  had  never  heen  made, 
Z      ^  whereby  the  said  rent  reserved  and  arrears  thereof,  and 

HAKTIHOaXE  /      ^  ' 

9.  the  said   indenture,  &c«,  became  and  were  extin/ruished 

Watiok 

and  released.  And  the  defendant  further  pleaded,  that 
the  said  supposed  causes  of  action  did  not,  nor  did  either 
or  any  part  of  them  accrue  within  six  years  next  before 
the  commencement  of  this  suit.  The  plaintiff  replied  as 
to  the  first  plea,  that  except  so  far  as  related  to  the  non- 
payment of  25/.  of  the  rent  aforesaid,  to  wit,  the  last  quar- 
ter thereof  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  that  the  plaintiff 
did  not  by  reason  of  the  non-payment  of  the  rent,  or  any 
part  thereof,  except  the  non-payment  of  the  said  25L  into 
or  upon  all  or  any  part  of  the  said  demised  premises  re- 
enter, or  the  same  have  again,  &c.  modo  et  forma,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  prayed  might  be  further  inquired  of  by 
the  country ;  and  as  far  as  the  said  plea  related  to  the 
non-payment  of  the  said  sura  of  25L  of  the  rent  aforesaid, 
for  the  said  space  of  one  quarter  of  a  year  of  the  said 
term,  to  wit,  the  last  quarter,  &c.,  that  the  same  was  not 
suflBcient  in  law.  As  to  the  second  plea,  so  far  as  the 
same  related  to  the  non-payment  of  the  sum  of  251,  of  the 
rent  aforesaid,  &c.,  that  the  cause  of  action  mentioned  in 
the  declaration  did  accrue  to  the  plaintiff  within  six  years 
next  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  of  this  the 
plaintiff  put  himself  upon  the  country ;  and  so  far  as  the 
said  pica  related  to  all  the  cases  of  action  in  the  declara* 
tion  mentioned,  except  the  non-payment  of  the  said  last- 
mentioned  sum  of  25/.,  that  the  said  plea  was  not  suffi- 
cient in  law.     Joinder. 

Peacock,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — There  were 
three  questions  to  be  considered  in  this  case.  First, 
whether  re-entry  under  a  proviso  in  a  lease  was  any  bar 
to  an  action  for  rent  due  prior  to  the  re-entry  ;  secondly, 
whether  the  lapse  of  six  years  was  a  bar  to  an  action  of 
covenant  for  rent  in  arrear ;  and,  thirdly,  whether  the  plain- 
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tiflPwas  entitled  to  reply  to  a  plea,  ad  mi  I  ting  n  portion  of         1838. 
the  plea,  and  demurrin&r  to  the  remainder.     As   to  the    „ 
fir8t  point  on  the  re-entry  under  a  proviso,  he  cited  P<?ii-  •• 

nani*s  case  (a),  by  which  it  was  decided  that  debt  would 
lie  for  rent,  notwitlistanding  a  re-entry,  on  the  contract 
between  lessor  and  lessee.  So,  if  a  party  brought  an 
action  of  debt  for  rent  he  waived  the  re-entry,  but  he 
did  not  waive  the  debt  by  the  re-entry.  The  plea 
was  besides  bad  altogether,  because  it  alleged  that  the 
plaintiff  re-entered  for  six  quarters'  rent ;  but  that  could 
not  be,  for  a  plaintiff  could  re-enter  for  the  last  quarter 
only,  which  would  be  enough  to  satisfy  the  ground  of 
entry  :  Doe  d.  Wheeldon  v.  Paul  (b).  There  was  another 
pointy  however,  on  which  it  was  bad.  There  was  no  alle- 
gation of  the  demand  of  rent;  but  at  common  law,  a  party 
could  not  re-enter  without  a  previous  demand  of  rent,  and 
that  subject,  too,  was  one  of  great  nicety.  If  there  was  no 
demand,  the  plaintiff,  in  the  event  of  his  re-entering,  would 
be  a  trespasser,  but  an  allegation  of  trespass  would  be  no 
answer  to  an  action  for  the  rent.  On  the  second  point, 
as  to  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  he  would  only  refer  to 
the  late  case  of  Paget  v.  Foley  (c).  The  second  plea, 
therefore,  was  bad  altogether.  The  third  point  was, 
whether  the  plaintiff  in  his  replication  could  traverse  a 
part  of  the  plea,  and  demur  to  the  remainder.  The  cases 
of  Vivian  v.  Jenkin  (c/),  and  of  Cousins  v.  Paddon  (e), 
were  both  in  point. 

Hoggins^  in  support  of  the  pleas,  was  prepared  to  ad- 
mit that  the  two  last  points  could  not  be  maintained,  and 
would  therefore  abandon  them.  The  real  question,  then, 
was  on  the  first  plea.  The  proviso  for  re-entry  in  that 
plea  was  not  a  general  proviso,  but  was  in  a  particular 
form ;  and  it  directed  that  if  the  rent  should  be  behind,  or 

U)  2  Coke*8  Rep.  64  a.  {d)  3  Ad.  &  £1.  741. 

(6)  3  Carr.  &  P.  613.  («)  Ante  Vol.  4,  p.  488. 

(c)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  679. 
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1839.         unpaid  for  fourteen  days  after  it  was  due,  or  if  the  lessee 
should  neglect  or  be  c^uilty  of  any  breach  of  the  covenant, 
V.  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  plaintiff  to  re-enter  into  and 

upon  any  part  of  the  demised  premises  in  the  name  of  the 
whole,  and  **  the  same  to  have  again,  as  if  the  said  in- 
denture had  never  been  made."  A  default  was  made,  and 
the  plaintiff  re-entered,  as  if  the  lease  had  never  been 
made.  The  plaintiff  admitted  this  in  his  replication  in 
the  manner  in  which  it  was  alleged ;  and  he  should  sub- 
mit, that  in  this  state  of  things,  an  action  of  covenant 
could  not  be  maintained  against  the  assignee  of  the  term, 
and  the  arrears  of  rent  before  the  re-entry  could  not  be 
recovered.  With  regard  to  the  demand;  \n  PennanfM 
case  the  re-entry  was  pleaded  without  stating  any  de- 
mand,  and  that  was  an  action  of  debt,  which  turned  on  a 
privity  of  contract.  Here,  the  defendant  was  sued  in 
covenant  upon  an  alleged  privity  of  estate,  but  the  estate 
was  determined  by  the  re-entry,  and  the  plaintiff's  right 
to  sue  no  longer  existed.  It  was  contended,  that  in  this 
lease  the  proviso  for  re-entry  must  be  construed  strictly, 
and  that  the  person  who  put  the  clause  in  motion  must 
pursue  it  strictly.  The  assignee,  then,  was  right  in  taking 
the  advantage  of  the  strict  words  which  it  contained,  and 
which  were  **  the  same  as  if  the  indenture  had  never  been 
made.'*  There  was  no  case  to  be  found  to  establish  the 
forfeiture  of  rent  as  well  as  estate,  or  that  rent  could  be 
recovered.  It  was  a  sufficient  penalty  for  the  assignee  to 
lose  his  estate,  and  the  lessor  could  not  be  materially  pre- 
judiced, as  it  was  in  his  power  to  re-enter  on  the  default 
of  a  single  quarter. 

Peacock,  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — The  proper  construction  of  this  con- 
dition is,  that  from  the  time  of  re-entry  the  party  should 
hold  the  premises  as  if  the  indenture  had  not  been  made ; 
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that  is,  that  both  should  be  free  from  that  time  of  the  1838. 

obligation  of  landlord  and  tenant,  and  the  words  only  shew     „ 

**  'J  Hartsuoriib 

such  to  be  the  meaning  of  the  terms  employed.     It  could  v. 

scarcely  be  held,  that  to  an  action  of  this  description  for 
rent^  on  an  instrument  under  seal,  that  the  lessee  or 
assignee  might  plead,  not  payment  or  performance  of  the 
covenant,  but  a  plea  like  that  here  put  upon  the  record, 
that  the  lessor  entered  for  non-payment.  If  the  re-entry 
should  take  place,  not  only  in  consequence  of  non-payment 
of  rent,  but  in  consequence  of  non-repair,  the  lessor  might 
lose  not  only  the  charges  of  repairing,  but  his  rent  too. 
This  is  a  construction  which  cannot  be  supported,  and  I 
think  that  the  only  proper  construction  is  that  which  I 
have  suggested. 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Butler,  Assignee  of  James  Bakew^ell,  a  Bankrupt,  v. 

HOBSON. 

V^RESSWELL  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  where, loan 
verdict  in  this  case,  aud  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defen-  Jl^^eeVf » 
dant  on  the  issues  on  the  second,  third,  and  fifth  pleas,  btnkrupt'i 

'  '  *     ^         estate,  the  de- 

It  was  an  action  to  recover  certain  goods  in  the  possession  fendam  pieadi 

of  the  defendant,  and  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  in  his  assignee,  the 

character  of  assignee  of  one  James  Bakewell,  a  bankrupt,  credUOT's^debt 

and  the  defendant  pleaded  first,  not  guilty;   secondly,  «nd  the ▼aiidity 

of  the  commifl- 

that  the  plaintiff  was  not  assignee ;  thirdly,  that  the  plain-  sion,  are  put  in 

tiff  was  not  possessed  of  this   property  as  assignee;  and  p'J'e^  ^ 

the  fifth  plea  alleged,  that  after  the  commission  under      Where.after 

^  ^      '  a  commission 

which  the  plaintiff,  and  another  person  since  deceased,  of  bankruptcy, 

the  bankrupt 
is  allowed  to 
remain  in  possession  of  newly  acquired  property  as  reputed  owner,  with  the  consent  of  the  assig- 
nee, the  goods  are  liable  to  be  seized  by  the  assignees  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court,  the  bankrupt 
becoming  subsequently  insolvent. 
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1838.         were  appointed  assignees,  and  which  was  dated  the  19tfa 
of  April,  1838,  Bakewell  surrendered  himself  in  proper 
form,  and  obtained  his  certificate ;  and  that  subsequently 
be  again  entered  into  trade,  and  again  became  a  debtor 
and  a  bankrupt,  and  that  a  fiat  being  issued,  the  defend- 
ant was  appointed  assignee,  and  that  Bakewell  had  pos- 
session of  the  goods,  as  reputed  owner,  by  consent  of  the 
plaintiff,  as  surviving  assignee,  the  true  owner ;  and  that 
therefore  the  defendant  had  a  right  to  dispose  of  them  for 
the  benefit  of  the  creditors  under  the  fiat.     Issues  were 
joined  on  the  first,  second,  and  third  pleas ;    and  to  the 
fifth  plea,  there  was  a  replication,  alleging  that  the  estate 
of  James  Bakewell,  after  the  issuing  of  the  commission 
under  which  the  plaintiff  was  appointed  assignee,  was  un- 
able to  pay  fifteen  shillings  in  the  pound,  and  that  the 
property  in  question,  therefore,  vestecl  in  the  plaintiff  as 
surviving  assignee,  being  a  part  of  his  after  acquired  estate. 
To  this,  the  defendant  rejoined,  alleging  that  before  the  pe- 
titioning creditor's  debt,  on  which  the  fiat  was  issued,  the 
estate  of  the  said  James  Bakewell  had  produced  sufficient 
to  pay  fifteen  shillings  in  the  pound  to  every  creditor  un- 
der (he  commission.    The  cause  was  tried  before  Coltman, 
J.,  at  Liverpool,  and  the  defendant  previously  gave  notice 
of  his  intention  to  dispute  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt, 
on  which  the  commission  of  18^8  was  founded,  as  well  as 
the  act  of  bankruptcy ;  but  it  was  contended  before  the 
learned  Judge,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  when  evi- 
dence was  produced  of  the  issuing  of  the  commission,  and 
of  the  appointment  of  the  plaintiff  as  assignee,  sufficient 
proof  was  given  in  support  of  the  issues  which  were  raised. 
Evidence  of  these  facts  was  then  given,  but,  on  the  other 
side,  it  was  proved  that  the  defendant  had  previously  been 
a  bankrupt,  and  that  subsequently  to  the  second  commis- 
sion, and  before  the  fiat  of  bankruptcy,  Bakewell  carried 
on  a  large  trade  at  Manchester,  in  which  he  had  at  one 
time  realised  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  fifteen  shillings 
in  the  pound  to  the  creditors;  but  the  plaintiff  also  proved 
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the  fact  alleged  in  the  replication,  that  the  estate  did  not  1838. 
pay  fifteen  shillings  in  the  pound  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mission being  issued  in  18^8.  It  also  appeared  that  the 
bankrupt  had  been  arrested  for  debt  on  the  same  day  as 
the  defendant's  fiat  issued,  and  afterwards  made  the  usual 
assignment  under  the  Insolvent  Act. 

Atc/ierley,  Serjt.,  and  Wightman  now  shewed  cause 
against  the  rule,  and  contended  that  the  fact  of  the  plain- 
tiff being  assignee  only  was  put  in  issue  by  the  second 
plea,  and  that  he,  having  proved  tiiat  he  was  duly  ap- 
pointed to  that  capacity,  need  not  establish  the  goodness 
of  the  commission  of  bankruptcy ;  and  if  it  was  the  inten- 
tion of  the  defendant  to  set  up  a  defence  denying  that 
the  petitioning  creditors'  debt  and  the  act  of  bankruptcy 
were  available,  he  should  have  pleaded  specially :  R.  G., 
H.  T.  4  Will.  4,  s.  21  (a).  The  correct  form  of  denying 
the  allegation  would  be  to  say,  that  Bakewell  did  not  be- 
come a  bankrupt  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  With 
regard  to  the  acquirement  of  the  property  by  the  bank- 
rupt, although  it  might  be  with  the  permission  of  the 
plaintiff,  yet  that  permission  could  not  avail,  because  the 
plaintiff  himself  was  possessed  of  it,  not  by  his  own  righr, 
but  in  his  representative  character  of  assignee,  in  which  he 
could  not  consent  to  any  illegal  act  being  done,  because 
he  was  not  the  true  owner.  Drayton  v.  Dale  (6),  and 
Webb  V.  Fox  (c),  were  cases  in  point.  And  Viner  v.  Ca- 
dell  {d)  was  a  case  in  which  it  was  held,  that  the  wife  of  a 
bankrupt  having  administered  to  her  father,  and  become 
possessed,  as  administratrix,  of  his  effects,  to  which  she 
and  infant-brothers  and  sisters  were  entitled,  and  the  hus- 
band had  continued  the  business  of  the  father  for  their 
benefit,  that  was  not  such  a  possession  of  the  goods  as 
would  be  deemed  an  ordering  and  disposition  within  the 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  2.  p.  321 .  (c)  7  T.  R.  391. 

(6)  2  B.  &  G.  293.  {d)  3  Esp.  88. 
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1838.         Statute  21  Jac.  1^  c.  19 ;  and  also  in  Fraser  v.  The  Swansea 
Butler        Canal  Company  (a),  certain  property  had  been  mortgaged 
»•  by  C.  to  F.  to  secure  the  re-payment  of  certain  moneys 

with  a  proviso^  that^  in  case  of  default,  F.  should  stand 
possessed  of  all  the  mortgaged  property  in  trust,  to  levy 
out  of  the  same  so  much  as  should  be  due  to  him.  F. 
died,  and  the  plaintiff  took  out  administration,  after  which 
the  mortgagor,  who  had  remained  in  possession,  made  de- 
fault, but  was  not  dispossessed,  and  afterwards  made  a 
demise  to  another  party,  of  which  transaction  the  plaintiff 
was  not  proved  to  have  any  knowledge.  The  mortgagor's 
lessee  took  possession,  and  put  his  name  on  a  portion  of 
the  goods,  which  consisted  of  barges,  and  these  and  other 
property  were  afterwards  seized  by  the  defendant  for  rates 
due  from  the  mortgagor's  lessee,  and  were  sold  before 
the  seizure ;  the  mortgagor's  lessee  having  become  bank- 
rupt, it  was  held  that  the  goods  seized  were  not  in  his 
possession  by  consent  of  the  true  owner,  within  the  6  Geo. 
4,  c.  16,  8.  72,  for  that  the  consent  of  the  mortgagor,  who 
was  merely  permitted  by  the  true  owner  to  retain  posses- 
sion, did  not  satisfy  the  terms  oT  the  statute.  It  was  fur« 
ther  contended,  that  the  defendant  had  no  power  to  set 
up  a  jus  tertii  under  the  third  commission,  but  as  this 
point  was  not  decided,  it  is  unnecessary  to  detail  the  ar- 
guments which  were  used. 

fFilde,  Serjt.,  Cresstcellp  and  Tomlinson,  in  support  of 
the  rule,  contended  on  the  question  whether  the  plea  and 
the  notice  given  by  the  defendant  of  his  intention  to  dis- 
pute the  plaintiff's  title,  made  it  necessary  to  prove  the 
validity  of  the  commission  under  which  he  claimed  ;  that 
the  plea  which  was  on  the  record  was  such  as  would  raise 
the  questions,  which  it  was  submitted  ought  to  be  affir- 
matively proved,  namely,  the  validity  of  the  commission, 
and  the  act  of  bankruptcy.     The  words  of  the  declaration 

(a)  1  Ad.  &  El.  354. 
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were,  that  the  plaintiff  was  assignee  "  according  to  the         1839. 

several  statutes  in  force  concerning  bankrupts/*  and   to 

that  the  defendant  pleaded^  that  the  plaintiff  was  ''not 

the  assignee  of  James  Bakewell,  according  to  the  statutes 

now  in  force  concerning  bankrupts;"  and,  in  order  that 

the  plaintiff  should  prove  the  affirmative  of  the  issue,  he 

must  prove  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  the  proper  issue 

of  the  commission,  for  parties  might  become  assignees  by 

assignment  in  fact,  but  this  was  an  aasignment  in  law. 

Scott  V.  Thomas  (a)  was  a  direct  authority  in  favour  of 

the  defendant's  case;   for  there,  the  defendant  pleaded 

that  the  plaintiff  was  not  assignee  of  a  bankrupt,  and 

a   verdict    being  returned   for   the   defendant,   on    the 

ground   that   the   act  of   bankruptcy    was    not   proved 

by  the  plaintiff,  the  Court  refused  to  grant  a  rule  for 

a  new   trial.      Then,    secondly,  it   was  not  competent 

to   the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  to  suffer  him  to  con* 

tinue  his  trade,  but  it  was  their  duty  to  protect  the  public 

from  the   consequences    which   might  be  produced    by 

such   a  course ;  and,  at  all  events,  it  was  not  in   their 

power,  after  they  had  permitted  him  so  to  act,  to  come 

down  and  seize  upon  the  goods  of  the  persons  who  had 

given  him  new  credit,  in  consequence  of  their  neglect. 

Assignees  were  in  no  better  situation  than  other  trustees, 

and  the  fact  of  their  acting  as  he  had  described  would 

induce  the  Court  to  shew  them  no  favour,  but  to  allow 

them  to  bear  the  consequences  of  their  own  neglect.  The 

fresh  acquired  property,  at  all  events,  could  not  belong  to 

them,  for  it  was  obtained  by  the  bankrupt  in  consequence 

of  their  wrongful  act,  and  it  would  therefore  vest  in  the  new 

creditors.     Smith  v.  Topping  (6),  and  Darby  v.  Smith,  (c), 

were  cases  in  point.    The  case  of  Fox  v.  Fisher  {d)  was  a 

decision  which  was  exceedingly  important  as  regarded  this 

(a)  6  Car.  &  P.  61 1.  (c)  8  T.  R.  82. 

(b)  6  B.  &  Ad.  674;   S.  G.  2  N.         (<0  3  B.  &  Aid.  135. 
&M.421. 

VOL.  VI.  F  F  D.P.C. 
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^^^'^  case.  There,  a  person  who  was  entitled  to  take  out  letters 
of  adminsitrationy  neglected  to  do  so,  but  remained  in  pos- 
session of  the  goods  of  the  intestate^  and  being  so  in  posses- 
sion, became  a  bankrupt ;  and  a  creditor  of  the  intestate 
afterwards  took  out  letters  of  administration,  and  claimed 
the  goods  from  the  assignees,  and  it  was  hekl  that  those 
goods  were  within  thestat.  21  Jac.  1,  c.  19,  being  property 
in  the  possession  or  disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  with  the 
consent  of  the  true  owner,  and  that  the  assignees  were 
therefore  entitled  to  them.  The  judgment  delivered  then 
by  Mr.  Justice  Bayley  was  strongly  in  favour  of  this  ap- 
plication. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — If  this  case  had  depended  upon  the 
question  of  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff's  character  of 
assignee  was  proved,  I  should  have  been  inclined  to  re- 
commend that  the  case  should  go  back  for  a  new  trial  on 
that  point,  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  he  has  failed  in  shew- 
ing himself,  on  the  construction  of  the  act  of  parliament, 
the  6  Greo.  4,  c.  16,  to  be  possessed,  as  in  that  character, 
under  the  second  commission.  The  127th  section  of  the 
Bankrupt  Act  provides,  '*  That  if  any  person  who  shall 
have  been  discharged  by  certificate,  or  who  shall  have 
compounded  with  his  creditors,  or  who  shall  have  been 
discharged  by  an  insolvent  act,  shall  be  or  become  bank- 
rupt, and  have  obtained,  or  shall  hereafter  obtain  such 
certificate  as  aforesaid,  unless  his  estate  shall  produce 
(after  all  charges)  sufficient  to  pay  every  creditor  under 
the  commission  i5s.  in  the  pound,  such  certificate  shall 
only  protect  his  person  from  arrest  and  imprisonment,  but 
his  future  estate  and  efiects  (except  his  tools  of  trade  and 
necessary  household  furniture,  and  the  wearing  apparel  of 
himself,  his  wife,  and  children)  shall  vest  in  the  assignees 
under  the  said  commission,  who  shall  be  entitled  to  seize 
the  same,  in  like  manner  as  they  miglit  have  seized  pro- 
perty of  which  such  bankrupt  was  possessed  at  the  issuing 


HILARY  TERM^  1  VICT*  415 

of  the  commissioii.**  If  that  clause  had  stood  alone,  it  1838. 
might  have  been  contended,  that  although  the  trading 
had  been  carried  on  for  many  years,  the  words  of  the  act 
would  have  been  suflBcient  to  enable  the  assignees  to  seize 
the  property  acquired  subsequently  by  a  bankrupt,  in- 
stead of  its  being  taken  under  a  second  commission  in  the 
event  of  its  issuing ;  but  that  is  not  the  only  clause,  for 
there  is  another  of  extreme  importance  bearing  on  this 
case.  It  is  section  7S,  which  enacts  ^*  that  if  any  bank- 
rupt, at  the  time  he  becomes  bankrupt,  shall,  by  the  con- 
sent and  permission  of  the  true  owner  thereof,  have  in  his 
possession,  order,  or  disposition,  any  goods  or  chattels, 
whereof  he  was  reputed  owner,  or  whereof  he  had  taken 
upon  him  the  sale,  alteration,  or  disposition  as  owner,  the 
commissioners  shall  have  power  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the 
same  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  under  the  commis- 
sion." Therefore,  we  must  determine  whether  this  72nd 
section  applies  or  not  to  this  case.  Now,  it  appears  that 
from  the  date  of  the  second  commission  to  the  time  of  the 
issuing  of  the  fiat,  the  bankrupt  has  been  allowed  to  carry 
on  trade  to  a  very  great  extent  by  the  permission  of  the 
assignee  of  the  second  commission.  But  the  assignee 
under  that  commission  might,  at  any  time,  if  the  consent 
had  not  been  given,  have  interposed  and  seized  the  pro- 
perty which  was  in  his  hands,  to  satisfy  the  creditors  under 
the  commission  ;  and  it  was  by  the  consent  of  the  assignee 
only,  therefore,  that  the  bankrupt  could  have  had  the 
ordering  and  disposition  of  that  property.  The  question, 
then,  is,  whether  the  assignee  of  the  bankrupt  is  to  be 
placed  in  a  situation  different  from  that  of  any  other 
person ;  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  neither  in  principle, 
nor  on  the  language  of  the  statute,  can  any  distinction 
be  held  to  exist ;  and  that  the  character  of  an  assignee 
cannot,  on  any  ground,  be  held  to  be  distinguishable  from 
that  of  a  trustee,  for  the  assignee  may  be  a  trustee  either 

F  V  2 
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1838.  as  a  creditor,  or  under  an  individual  trust.  Why,  then,  if 
the  trustee,  who  is  clothed  with  the  character  of  a  legal 
proprietor,  permits  this  property  to  be  in  the  hands  of  a 
party,  and  is  liable  to  be  deprived  of  it  in  the  event  of 
the  party  becoming  a  bankrupt,  should  the  case  of  an 
assignee  for  creditors  be  held  to  be  of  a  different  descrip- 
tion ?  The  person  who  has  the  legal  interest  in  the  pro- 
perty, and  who  has  lent  it  to  a  bankrupt,  should  be  in  no 
better  condition  than  the  other  creditors  to  the  estate,  for 
it  would  be  too  much  to  say  that  where  the  mischief  is  so 
great,  it  may  be  extended  even  further  than  it  can  now 
go.  Now,  if  this  be  the  case,  that  the  operation  of  these 
two  sections  together  prevents  the  property  from  remain- 
ing in  the  hands  of  the  bankrupt  under  the  second  com- 
mission, it  is  immaterial  whether  the  third  fiat  is  good  or 
not;  because,  if  under  the  Insolvent  Debtor's  Act  there  is 
a  valid  assignment,  it  is  immaterial,  for  the  purposes  of 
this  case,  whether  the  goods  are  in  the  possession  of 
one  or  other  under  the  act.  His  Lordship  having 
referred  to  the  point  as  to  the  jus  tertii,  then  said,  that 
the  verdict  on  the  third  plea  being  sufficient  to  decide  the 
right  between  the  parties,  it  became  unnecessary  to 
enter  into  the  question  of  the  payment  of  I5s,  in  the 
pound. 

Vauohan,  J. — I  think,  upon  reference  to  this  case,  that 
the  plaintiff  has  failed  in  shewing  that  he  is  legally  the 
assignee  under  this  commission,  for  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  plea  that  he  was  not  assignee  puts  in  issue  his  title 
to  that  character.  Then  upon  the  issue,  as  to  whether  be 
was  possessed  as  assignee,  I  think  he  has  failed  in  esta- 
blishing the  affirmative,  that  he  is  the  assignee  under  the 
second  commission;  for  looking  at  the  7Snd  section  of 
the  act,  as  well  as  the  lS7th,  as  also  at  all  the  facts 
which  were  proved  in  the  case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  was 
with  his  consent,  as  the  true  owner,  that  the  bankrupt 
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had  the  custody  of  the  goods^  and  that  he  therefore  has 
no  right  to  claim  them.  It  is  unnecessary  to  refer  to  the 
question  of  the  validity  of  the  fiat,  and  the  verdict  must 
be  entered  on  the  second  and  third  issues  for  the  defen- 
dant. 


417 


1838. 


BosANQUET^  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  defendant 
here  has  a  right  to  the  verdict.  Witli  regard  to  the  first 
issue,  the  Court  have  decided  that  the  plaintiff  has  not 
made  out  his  case  in  shewing  that  he  was  assignee  under 
the  statute.  But  even  supposing  that  he  was  assignee, 
yet  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  verdict,  because  the 
goods  were  left  in  the  possession  of  the  bankrupt,  with 
the  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  who  is  the  true  owner  within 
the  meaning  of  the  clause.  It  does  appear  to  me  that  he 
must  be  considered  as  the  true  owner  as  much  as  any 
person  who  was  originally  the  owner  of  the  property, 
because  otherwise  we  must  put  a  construction  on  this  act 
which  would  place  the  assignees,  as  well  as  the  creditors, 
in  a  position  which  would  be  most  unjust. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  concurred. 


Hannah  c.  Willis. 

JLN  this  case  a  rule  had  been  obtained  on  the  part  of  the  Where  a  de- 
defendant,  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  a  i,^^  InJ^d 
sum  of  200/.  paid  into  Court  in  lieu  of  bail,  and  a  sum  of  ©«  «cap»Mf 

and  DM  de- 

10/.  paid  into  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  s  officer  on  the  5th  posited  200/., 

the  amount 
of  the  alleged  debt,  and  10/.  for  costs,  in  the  Iiands  of  the  sheriff,  in  pursuance  of  the  43  Geo.  8, 
c  46,  f.  2,  but  the  sheriff,  although  frequently  applied  to,  neglects  to  pay  the  money  into 
court  until  the  evening  of  the  day  on  which  the  time  for  putting  in  bail  expired  ;  and  the 
defendant  then,  on  the  next  day,  under  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  71,  s.  2,  pays  an  additional  sum 
of  10/.  into  court  for  costs,  but  which  the  officers  had  refused  to  receive  before  the  sum  of 
210/.  was  paid  in  by  the  sheriff;  and  the  latter  sum  has  been  paid  over  to  the  plaintiff  under  a 
rule  of  court,  against  which  the  defendant  had  an  opportunity  of  shewing  cause;  the  Court  will 
not  order  the  plaintiff  to  refund  the  money,  in  order  that  its  deposit  may  be  considered  as  equiva- 
lent to  putting  in  and  perfecting  bail. 
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1838.  May^  but  since  paid  over  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  also  a 
further  sum  of  lOL  paid  into  Court  on  the  6th  May,  for 
costs  to  abide  the  event  of  the  suit,  should  not  be  deemed 
equivalent  to  the  defendant  having  put  in  and  perfected 
bail  to  the  action  in  due  time. 

WiUe,  Serjt,  and  Knowles,  now  shewed  cause. — ^The 
circumstances  of  the  case  were  as  follows: — A  writ  of 
capias  was  sued  out  against  the  defendant  at  the  instance 
of  the  plaintiff,  indorsed  for  SOO/.,  and  on  its  being  exe- 
cuted the  defendant  paid  the  sum  of  210/.,  under  the 
statute  43  Geo.  3,  c.  46,  s.  S,  into  the  hands  of  the  sheriff; 
SOOL,  the  alleged  amount  of  the  debt,  in  lieu  of  bail,  and 
10/.  for  costs.  The  period  for  putting  in  bail  above  ex- 
pired on  the  5th  May,  and  although  the  defendant  made 
numerous  applications  to  the  sheriff  before  that  time  to 
pay  the  money  into  Court,  he  neglected  to  do  so,  until 
after  the  proper  time  for  putting  in  bail.  The  plaintiff 
then  applied  to  the  Court  that  the  money  might  be  paid 
out  to  him,  and  obtained  a  rule  nisi.  The  defendant 
shewed  cause  against  that  rule  on  the  8th  May,  contending 
that  there  had  been  no  fault  on  his  part,  all  the  blame 
being  attributable  to  the  sheriff;  but  the  Court,  neverthe- 
less, made  the  rule  absolute,  and  the  money  was  paid  over 
to  the  plaintiff.  On  the  evening  of  the  6th  May,  on  which 
day  that  rule  was  obtained,  the  defendant  had  paid  a 
further  sum  of  10/.  into  Court  for  costs,  the  210/.  having 
been  then  lodged  in  the  hands  of  the  officer  to  abide  the 
event  of  the  suit,  the  officer  having  before  declined  to  re- 
ceive it,  because  the  money  had  not  been  paid  over  by  the 
sheriff.  The  present  rule  was  obtained  on  the  3rd 
November,  the  whole  of  Trinity  Term  and  the  long  vaca- 
tion having  therefore  elapsed  since  the  money  had  been 
paid  to  the  plaintiff.  It  was  now  contended  that  the  pre- 
sent rule  was,  in  fact,  an  attempt  to  re-open  the  question 
decided  by  the  rule  of  the  8th  May,  but  which  the  Court 
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would  not  sanction.  The  defendant  had  shewed  cause  18d8. 
against  that  rule,  upon  grounds  whicli  were  substantially 
the  same  as  those  upon  which  this  rule  had  been  obtained. 
It  was  submitted,  first,  therefore,  that  the  question  had 
already  been  disposed  of;  secondly,  that  the  appHcation 
came  too  late ;  and,  thirdly,  that  under  the  statute  the 
defendant  could  not  do  that  which  he  desired.  The 
arrest  and  deposit  took  place  on  the  ^6th  March,  and  the 
defendant's  case  was  that  the  sheriff  neglected  to  pay  the 
money  into  court  which  had  been  deposited  in  his  hands. 
But  if  the  sheriff  had  neglected  his  duty,  it  was  for  the 
defendant  to  take  advantage  of  it  in  a  proper  manner,  and 
there  was  no  ground  for  depriving  the  plaintiff  of  the  ad- 
vantage which  he  had  properly  gained.  The  money  had 
been  paid  to  the  plaintiff  as  a  satisfaction  of  his  demand, 
and  no  power  existed  under  the  statute  to  compel  him  to 
return  it.  The  object  of  the  plaintiff's  first  application 
was  to  have  the  money  handed  over  to  him  in  payment,  and 
it  was  as  a  payment  only,  and  not  as  a  deposit,  tliat  the 
Court  could  order  it  to  be  given  to  him.  If  the  allegation 
which  the  defendant  made  were  true  as  to  the  neglect  of 
the  sheriff^  it  was  in  his  power  to  have  come  to  the  Court, 
and  to  have  represented  the  facts  before  the  time  elapsed, 
and  to  have  obtained  an  extension  of  the  time  limited. 
Geach  v.  Coppin  (a),  was  a  case  in  point.  In  Strafordy. 
Love  (6),  the  money  had  been  paid  in  in  time,  and  the 
same  fact  appeared  in  the  case  of  Rowe  v.  Softly  (c). 

BompaSy  Serjt.,  and  Peierzdorff^  in  support  of  the  rule, 
contended  that  the  money  must  be  considered  to  have 
been  deposited  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff,  not  in  payment 
of  the  plaintiff's  demand,  but  to  abide  the  event  of  the 
suit :  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  71,  s.  2.  The  Courts  had  exercised 
power  in  cases  of  payment  of  money  into  Court,  analo- 

(fl)  Ante,  Vol  3,  p.  74.  (6)  Id.  p.  693.  (f )  6  Bing.  631. 
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1838.         gous  to  that  which  they  had  used  in  cases  of  bail,  and  it 

„  '  was  equally  competent  for  them  to  act,  in  such  cases,  in 

V.  the  same  manner  as  they  had  acted  in  setting  aside  the 

WiLLll. 

assignment  of  the  bnil  bond.  If  the  defendant  had  put  in 
bail,  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  come  to  the  Court 
under  the  statute  already  cited,  and  to  ask  to  have  the 
assignment  of  the  bail  bond  set  aside.  The  effect  of  the 
statute  was  to  give  an  additional  protection  to  the  sheriff; 
the  sheriff  was  either  the  servant  of  the  Court  or  of  the 
plaintiff.  He  could  not  be  the  servant  of  the  defendant, 
and  he  therefore  had  no  control  over  him,  but  in  the  pre- 
sent case  the  act  was  the  act  of  the  sheriff,  and  he  was 
employed  by  the  plaintiff.  From  the  case  o(  SianforiA  v. 
M*Cann  (a),  it  appeared  that  it  was  sufficient  to  pay  the 
10/.  into  Court  at  any  time  before  the  time  for  doing  so 
expired,  and  the  defendant  therefore  had  his  election,  up 
to  the  time  at  which  bail  should  have  been  put  in,  as  to 
what  course  he  would  take.  The  act  ought  not  to  be  con- 
strued strictly  but  liberally,  in  order  that  the  defendant 
might  have  an  opportunity  of  going  to  trial  on  the  merits, 
if  he  possessed  any.  This  rule  had  already  been  acted 
upon;  for,  if  the  statute  must  be  construed  strictly,  a 
render  would  not  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  its  provisions ; 
but  there  were  numerous  cases  in  which  a  render  had 
been  held  equivalent  to  putting  in  and  perfecting  bail : 
Chadwick  v.  Battye  (6),  Harford  and  Others  v.  Har^ 
ris  (c),  Gould  v.  Berry  (ei),  Douglass  v.  Stanbrough  {e) 
If  the  plaintiff  took  the  money  in  satisfaction,  he  should 
have  done  some  act  by  which  his  intention  would  be 
shewn,  but  he  had  taken  no  steps  by  which  his  object  was 
clearly  expressed.  Where  money  had  been  paid  into 
Court  under  the  statute  of  George  4,  in  order  to  give  the 


(a)  Ante,  Vol.4,  p.  367*  (<0  1  ^^ut.  Rep.  145. 

(h)  3  M.  &  Sel.  283.  (e)  3  Ad.  &  El.  316. 

(c)  4  Taun.  669. 


HILARY  TBRM^  1  VICT.  4S1 

plaintiff  a  right  to  it,  he  must  have  obtained  judgment,  lBd8. 
and  this  proposition  was  supported  not  only  by  the  casesi 
but  by  the  words  of  the  statute  itself:  BuU  v.  Turner  (a). 
And  it  appeared  from  Johnson  v.  Wall  (6)|  that  money 
paid  into  Court  in  lieu  of  bail,  could  not  be  paid  out,  un- 
less judgment  had  been  obtained, or  the  suit  was  otherwise 
legally  determined.  Here,  however,  there  was  no  termina- 
tion of  the  suit,  but  it  was  still  pending,  and  in  the  event 
of  any  future  action  being  brought,  there  would  be  no 
bar  to  it,  for  this  could  not  be  treated  as  a  case  of  pay- 
ment. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.,  now,  in  Hilary  Term,  delivered  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court. — After  recapitulating  the  facts  of  the 
case  as  they  appeared  in  argument,  he  said,  it  has  been 
insisted  that  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  been  permit- 
ted to  take  the  money  out  of  Court,  after  the  additional 
10/.  for  costs  had  been  paid  in,  and  that,  at  all  events, 
as  the  defendant  was  not  to  blame,  and  merits  are  now 
sworn  to,  the  money  ought  not  to  be  retained  by  the  plain- 
tiff, without  his  proceeding  in  the  action ;  but,  upon  full 
consideration,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is 
not  entitled  to  the  relief  which  he  seeks,  and  that  this 
rule  must  therefore  be  discharged.  The  time  for  putting 
in  bail  expired  on  the  5th  May,  and  no  bail  was  then  put 
in ;  the  plaintiff  was,  therefore,  by  the  terms  of  the  act  of 
43  Geo.  3,  c.  46,  s.  2,  entitled  to  have  the  money,  which 
had  been  deposited,  paid  over  to  him.  If,  indeed,  bail 
had  been  put  in  within  due  time,  the  plaintiff  would  not 
have  been  entitled  to  the  money  until  the  time  for  per- 
fecting the  bail  had  expired,  and  the  defendant  would 
have  been  allowed  till  the  expiration  of  that  time  to  pay 
the  additional  10/.  under  the  statute  of  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  71, 

(a)  1  M.  &  W.  47.  (6)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  316. 
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1838.  s«  2.  But,  in  a  case  where  no  bail  liave  been  put  in  within 
the  proper  time,  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  must  necessarily 
attach  as  soon  as  the  time  for  that  proceeding  has  passed, 
because  no  time  for  duly  perfecting  bail  can  be  predicated 
of  bail  which  have  never  been  put  in.  In  the  cases  cited 
of  Rawe  v.  Softly^  Sianforih  v.  M*Cann,  and  Straford  v. 
LovCf  bail  had  been  regularly  put  in,  and  the  Court  held 
that  the  defendant  had  a  right,  till  the  time  of  perfecting 
bail  had  expired,  to  take  advantage  of  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4, 
c«  71,  s.  2.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  in  the  case  otNew' 
man  v.  Hodgson  (a),  money  had  been  deposited  with  the 
sheriff  in  lieu  of  bail,  and  was  paid  into  Court  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  act ;  but  bail  was  not  perfected  in  time,  and 
it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  take  the  money  out 
of  Court,  though  the  defendant  had  rendered  himself 
since  the  time  of  putting  in  bail,  there  being  no  affidavit 
of  merits,  and,  in  that  case,  the  Court  say  that  it  was  ana- 
logous to  an  application  to  stay  proceedings  commenced 
on  a  bail  bond  where  bail  had  not  been  perfected  in  time, 
in  which  an  affidavit  of  merits  was  always  required.  It 
has  been  settled,  that  if  bail  above  be  not  put  in  within 
the  eight  days  mentioned  in  the  writ,  the  plaintiff  is  enti- 
tled to  an  assignment  of  the  bail  bond,  and  to  proceed  on 
it  immediately :  Hillary  v.  Rowles  (6),  and  Geach  v.  Cop- 
pin.  In  this  case,  if,  upon  shewing  cause  against  a  for- 
mer rule,  an  affidavit  of  merits  had  been  produced,  the 
Court,  (as  the  second  10/.  had  then  been  paid,  although 
too  late),  might  possibly  have  refused  to  make  the  rule  ab- 
solute, but  after  the  plaintiff,  who  is  not  in  fault,  has  vir- 
tually received  the  money  under  the  authority  of  a  rule  of 
Court,  which  was  regularly  made,  in  consequence  of  a  de- 
fault on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  we  think  the  Court 

ought  not  to  interfere. 

Rule  discharged  (c). 

(fl)  2  B.  &  Ad.  422.  (b)  Aulc,  Vol.  2,  p.  201. 

(c)   See  Ferrall  v.  Alexander,  ante,  Vel.  1,  p.  132. 
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Collins  v.  Aaron. 

Jo  A  YLE  Y,  in  Michaelmas  Term,  tnoved  for  a  rule  nisi,  When  «n  tp- 
calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  so  much  of  an  at'^f mbera 
order  of  Mr.  Justice  Park,  made  at  Chambers  on  the  18th  ^®^J  '*^^e 
November,  should  not  be  rescinded,  as  related  to  the  costs  an  order  for  m 
of  an  amendment,  and  why  the  defendant  should  not  be  the  declaration, 
allowed  to  plead  de  novo,  and  also  why  it  should  not  be  {y^l  ^^^^  Jf* 
referred  to  the  Master  to  tax  the  costs  of  the  amendment,  determining  the 

•mount  of  costs 

It  appeared  that  the  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  tobe-pdd,as 
amount  of  value  of  goods  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defen-  for  making 
dant,  and  the  plaintiff  laid  his  damages  at  100/.  on  the  ^^®  ''''^^''- 
count  for  goods  sold,  and  100/.  on  an  account  stated,  but 
he  delivered  a  bill  of  particulars,  in  which  he  claimed  the 
sum  of  85/.  as  the  balance  of  an  account  amounting  to 
419/.  I4fs,  To  this  declaration  the  defendant  pleaded  two 
pleas,  the  first  of  which  was  the  general  issue,  and  the 
second  was  a  plea  alleging  that  the  plaintiff  had  accepted 
the  sum  of  330/.  in  full  satisfaction  of  his  whole  demand. 
The  plaintiff  then  applied  to  the  learned  Judge,  at  Cham- 
bers, for  leave  to  amend  his  declaration,  and  the  summons 
being  attended  by  the  defendant's  attorney,  it  appeared 
that  the  only  amendment  required  was  to  alter  the  amount 
of  the  damages  to  500/.  in  each  of  the  counts  of  the  de- 
claration. The  defendant  opposed  the  application,  but 
desired  that  if  it  were  granted  he  should  be  allowed  to 
plead  de  novo.  This,  however,  was  refused  by  the  learned 
Judge,  and  the  order  for  the  amendment  of  the  declara- 
tion was  made  on  payment  of  costs.  The  parties  went 
before  the  Prothonotary  to  have  the  costs  taxed,  but  some 
diflBculty  arose,  in  consequence  of  which  the  matter  was 
referred  back  to  the  learned  Judge,  who  said  that  as  ther^ 
was  a  difficulty  in  the  case,  he  would  tax  the  costs  himself, 
and  he  did  so  accordingly,  allowing  the  defendant  3s.  4«/., 
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1838.         and  the  order  was  then  altered  that  the  plain tifT  should  be 
^   "  at  liberty  to  amend  on  payment  of  3*.  4rf.  costs. 


V. 

Aaron. 


A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted, 

Wilde,  Serjt.,  in  Hilary  Term,  appeared  to  oppose  its 
being  made  absolute. 

The  Court,  however,  called  upon 

Bat/ley  to  support  the  rule. — He  contended  that  that 
portion  of  the  order  which  had  reference  to  the  costs  was 
irregular,  for  a  Judge  at  chambers  had  no  power  to  tax 
the  costs.  Even,  however,  if  the  Court  should  be  against 
him  on  that  point,  he  should  submit  that  Ss.  4c/.  was  not 
sufficient  to  give  for  an  amendment.  There  were  two 
scales  of  taxing  costs,  one  of  which  was  to  be  used  where 
the  sum  sought  to  be  recovered  was  less  than  201.,  and  the 
other  where  it  was  more  than  that  sum,  but  here  the 
amount  being  over  20L  the  defendant's  attorney  was  at 
least  entitled  to  Gs,  8d.  for  his  attendance. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — It  is  quite  clear  that  the  defendant  was 
wrong  when  he  was  before  the  Judge,  on  this  amendment 
to  insist  upon  his  having  a  right  to  plead  de  novo  instead 
of  his  praying  to  be  permitted  to  amend  his  plea,  for  a 
very  little  amendment  would  have  served  to  adapt  it  to  the 
alteration  of  the  amount  of  the  damages  in  the  declaration. 
The  declaration  originally  contained  general  counts  for 
work  and  labour,  and  for  goods  sold,  and  100/.  was  laid 
as  the  sum  sought  to  be  recovered  as  damages.  The 
plaintiff  delivered  his  bill  of  particulars,  saying  that  his 
original  demand  was  334/.,  but  that  it  was  now  only  851. ; 
then  the  defendant,  seeing  the  fair  way  in  which  the  plain- 
tiff had  framed  his  bill,  turns  it  directly  against  him,  and 
puts  in  a  plea  alleging  that  he  had  paid  334/.  in  bar  of  the 
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action.  This  compelled  the  plaintiff  to  go  before  a  Judge,  1838. 
and  he  then  says,  **  Give  me  leave  to  alter  my  claim  of 
1007.  to  5007.*'  The  plea  which  the  defendant  then  had 
on  the  record  would  have  been  sufficient  with  some  alter- 
ation, and  if  he  had  said  **  I  must  alter  my  plea  so  as  to 
meet  the  amended  declaration/' it  would  have  been  enough, 
and  his  application  would  have  been  immediately  granted ; 
but,  instead  of  that,  he  demands  to  be  permitted  to  plead 
de  novo,  but  his  object  was  only  to  gain  time,  and  therefore 
I  think  the  learned  Judge  was  right  in  refusing  it.  As  to 
the  sum  of  S$.  4fd.  being  allowed  for  costs,  it  would  have 
been  enough  if  the  matter  had  taken  the  course  which  it 
should  have  done,  and  the  defendant  ought  not  to  have 
any  more. 

Park,  J. — I  will  not  say  any  thing  upon  the  subject  of 
the  case,  except  to  express  myself  of  the  same  opinion 
with  my  Lord  Chief  Justice ;  but  I  must  say  that  I  am 
surprised  that  such  a  motion  should  have  been  made. 

Vauohan,  J. — One  great  object  of  all  the  Courts  is  to 
diminish  the  expenses  attending  the  prosecution  of  suits 
at  law.  Now,  here  there  were  three  counts  in  the  decla- 
ration, in  each  of  which  damages  to  the  amount  of  100/. 
only  were  claimed.  Then  the  defendant  wishes  for  parti- 
culars of  the  demand,  and  the  plaintiff  candidly  delivered 
particulars  giving  credit  for  SSiL  which  had  been  paid, 
and  claiming  85/.  only,  so  that  the  defendant  knew  the 
existing  demand  to  amount  only  to  that  sum.  Then  the 
defendant,  in  order  to  drive  the  plaintiff  into  a  corner,  and 
to  make  it  necessary  that  he  should  amend  his  declaration, 
puts  a  plea  on  the  record  which  is  not  fair  to  the  plaintiff. 
The  amendment  of  the  declaration  is,  by  this,  rendered 
necessary,  and  on  its  being  granted,  the  defendant  comes 
forward  and  demands  to  plead  de  novo.  As  to  the  power 
of  the  Judge  to  tax  the  costs,  it  is  said  that  he  has  no 
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power  to  perform  any  such  duty,  but  that  the  parties 
should  go  to  the  Master.  When  it  is  recollected^  how- 
ever, that  the  Master  is  only  a  ministerial  officer  of  the 
Court,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  Judge  may  claim  a  right  to 
perform  the  office  himself  if  he  is  willing  to  do  so. 

BosANQUET,  J. — I  think  the  defendant  has  brought  this 
inconvenience  entirely  on  himself  by  taking  an  unfair  ad- 
vantage of  the  plaintiff's  candouri  and  he  must  take  the 
consequences  of  it.  With  regard  to  the  amount  of  costs, 
there  is  no  doubt  that  the  Judge  had  a  right  to  fix  the 
sum  to  be  allowed,  and  I  am  sure  that  if  the  defendant  had 
demanded  a  reasonable  sum  it  would  have  been  granted. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 


Gaylor  r.  Farrant. 
Where,  in  re-       J.  HIS  was  an  action  of  replevin,  and  the  avowry  was  for 

plefin,  the  de-  ,  o  i  i   .     .«% 

fendant  avowed    three  quarters  of  a  year  s  rent  due  from  tlie  plamtin,  at 
tewofM^a^s     ^  yearly  rent  of  115/.,  payable  quarterly,  and  the  plaintiff 

rent  under  a 
holding  from 
him,  and  at 
the  trial,  the 
prindpal  ques- 
tion was  whe- 
ther the  rent 
was  115^  or 
100/.,  and 
whether  it  was 
quarterly  or 
half  yearly, 
and  the  jury 
found  that  it 
was  115^,  and 
that  it  was  half 
yearly,  and 


pleaded  non  tenuit  and  riens  in  ariere.  The  questions 
which  were  most  in  dispute  at  the  trial  were,  whether  the 
payment  of  the  rent  should  be  half-yearly  or  quarterly, 
and  whether  the  holding  was  at  a  yearly  rent  of  115/!>  or 
100/. ;  and  it  appeared  that  three  weeks  before  the  trial, 
the  defendant's  attorney  gave  notice  to  the  plaintiff,  that 
if,  at  the  trial,  any  variance  should  appear  between  the 
contract  of  tenancy  set  out  in  the  avowry,  and  the  evi- 
dence adduced  to  support  it,  either  as  to  the  amount  of 
the  rent  reserved,  or  the  mode  in  which  it  was  to  be  paid, 
mitered^on'the**  appKcation  would  be  at  oucc  made  for  leave  to  amend  the 

avowry,  and  proceed.     A  sum  of  77/.  was  paid  into  Court 


entered  on  the 

record,  the 

Court  allowed 

the  avowry  to 

be  amended  under  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  24,  although  the  plaintiff  gave  notice  of  Iiis  intention 

to  oppose  any  amendment,  and  to  rely  on  the  variance. 


HILARY  TERM,  1  TICT.  4£7 

by  the  plaintiff  for  three  quarters  rent  of  the  premises  to  1838. 
Christinas,  mentioned  in  the  avowry,  and  costs  up  to  that 
time ;  and  on  a  subsequent  day,  the  plaintiff  gave  notice 
that  he  should  oppose  any  amendment,  and  should  rely 
on  the  variance.  The  cause  was  tried  at  the  Devonshire 
assizes  before  Tindalt  C.  J.,  and  the  jury  found  that  the 
rent  was  payable  half  yearly,  and  that  the  amount  in 
arrear  was  57/.  10^.,  so  establishing  the  yearly  amount  to 
be  115/.,  and  this  finding  was  entered  on  the  record. 

WildCf  Seijt.,  and  Barstow^  now  shewed  cause  against  a 
rule  which  had  been  obtained  by  Crowder^  to  enter  the 
verdict  for  the  defendant  on  both  issues,  and  to  increase 
the  arrears  of  rent  by  the  amount  of  one  quarter,  or  to 
amend  the  avowry  by  altering  the  allegation  of  a  quarterly 
into  a  half  yearly  holding,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff 
having  paid  money  into  Court  on  an  avowry,  by  which  a 
quarterly  holding  was  alleged,  was  precluded  from  setting 
up  a  half  yearly  holding.  It  was  now  contended  that  this 
was  a  case  in  which  the  Court  could  not  exercise  any 
jurisdiction  to  amend.  The  statute,  under  which  the 
amendment  was  proposed  to  be  made,  was  the  S  &  4 
Will.  4,  c.  4@,  ss.  23  and  24.  The  23rd  section  enacted, 
*'  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  Court  holding  plea  in 
civil  actions,  and  any  Judge  sitting  at  Nisi  Prius,  if  such 
Court  or  Judge  shall  see  fit  to  do  so,  to  cause  the  record, 
writ,  or  document,  on  which  any  trial  may  be  pending 
before  any  such  Court  or  Judge,  when  any  variance  shall 
appear  between  the  proof  and  the  recital,  or  setting  forth 
on  the  record,  writ,  or  document  on  which  the  trial  is 
proceeding  of  any  contract,  custom,  prescription,  name, 
or  other  matter,  in  any  particular  or  particulars,  in  the 
judgment  of  such  Court  or  Judge,  not  material  to  the 
merits  of  the  case,  and  by  which  the  opposite  party  cannot 
have  been  prejudiced  in  the  conduct  of  his  action,  prose- 
cution, or  defence,  to  be   forthwith  amended  by  some 
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1838.         officer  of  the  Court  or  otherwise.'*    Sect.  24  of  the  act 
provided,  '*  That  the  said  Court  or  Judge  shall  and  may, 


Oatlor 


Farrant. 


V.  if  they  or  he  shall  think  fit,  in  all  such  cases  of  variance, 

instead  of  causing  the  record  or  document  to  be  amended 
as  aforesaid,  direct  the  Jury  to  find  the  fact  or  facts  ac- 
cording to  the  evidence,  and  thereupon  such  finding  shall 
be  stated  upon  such  record  or  document ;  and  notwith- 
standing the  finding  on  the  issue  joined,  the  said  Court, 
or  the  Court  from  which  the  record  has  issued,  shall,  if 
they  think  the  said  variance  immaterial  to  the  merits  of 
the  case,  and  the  misstatement  such  as  could  not  have  pre- 
judiced the  opposite  party  in  the  conduct  of  the  action,  or 
defence,  give  judgment  according  to  the  very  right  and 
justice  of  the  case.*'  The  matter  proposed  to  be  amended 
here  was  not  immaterial,  but  on  the  contrary,  the  questions, 
whether  the  holding  was  quarterly  or  half  yearly,  and 
whether  the  rent  was  100/.  or  115/.  were  the  real  ques- 
tions in  dispute;  and,  besides,  the  defendant  was  in- 
formed by  the  plaintiff^  of  his  intention  to  oppose  the 
amendment. 

Crowder  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  this  case  falls 
within  the  principle  and  spirit  of  the  statute.  The 
ground  on  which  leave  to  amend  is  applied  for  here  is, 
that  the  variance  is  immaterial  to  the  merits  of  the  case, 
and  the  misstatements  are  such  as  could  not  prejudice  the 
party ;  but  whether  this  was  or  was  not  a  material  part  of 
the  averment  must  depend  on  the  course  which  was  taken 
at  the  trial ;  and  the  only  question  there  was,  whether 
the  holding  was  at  115/.  or  100/.  a  year.  The  plaintiff's 
counsel  never  stated  such  an  objection  as  this  at  all,  but 
said  that  at  the  first  part  of  the  holding  the  rent  was  115/., 
and  that  in  1834  a  new  arrangement  was  made,  by  which 
it  was  reduced  to  100/.,  and  so  far  was  the  plaintiff  from 
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being  prejudiced  by  anything  which  appeared  on  the  re-         1838. 

cord,  all  the  evidence  which  could  at  all  support  his  case       gatlor. 

was  produced.     The  main  question,  therefore,  being  the  '* 

amount  of  rent,  he  is  now  endeavouring  to  avail  himself  of 

an  objection  in  point  of  form,  and  which  does  not  afiect 

the  merits  at  aH,  for  the  payment  of  three  quarters  rent 

into  Court  shews  a  consciousness  to  exist  in  his  own  mind 

that  the   holding   was   quarterly,   and   not  half  yearly. 

Now  the  notice  which  was  delivered  could  not  prejudice 

the  plaintiff,  because  it  had  the  effect  of  putting  him  on 

his  guard,  that  an  application  for  an  amendment  would 

be  made  in  case  of  a  variance  ;  and  the  question  now  is, 

whether  it  ought,  in  sound  justice,  to  be  permitted  to  be 

made.     I  think  that  we  should  allow  the  amendment,  but 

on  payment  of  costs. 

Rule  absolute. 


Whittakbr  and  Others  v.  Mason. 

rrlLDE,  Serjt.,  obtained  a  rule  calUng  on  the  plaintiff  The  plaintiff 
to  shew  cause,  why  all  proceedings  in  this  action  should  under  a  cmi- 
not  be   stayed,  thfe  defendant  having  become  bankrupt  ch"^^VbTOki'" 
and  obtained  his  certificate.     It  was  an  action  brought  *»<!  the  defend- 
by  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  damages  for  a  breach  of  con-  trial  of  the  ac- 
tract,  for  not  paying  for  certain  books  sold  and  delivered  come  a*bank^* 
by  bills  of  exchange,  with  security  Tor  their  being  paid.  "T^^  ^h«  P^n- 

The  defendant  pleaded,   that,   by  the  custom  of  the  the  price  of  the 

trade,  he  was  not  bound  to  give  the  security  required,  and  fiat;  bat  the 

he  also  pleaded  non-assumpsit  to  a  common  count  in  the  fn^*"^*^^^' 

declaration  upon  an  account  stated.  hit  certiScate, 

The  plaintiff  replied  de  injuri&,  to  the  plea  alleging  the  ttiii  entiUed  to 

custom  of  the  trade,  and  joined  issue  on  the  other  plea.  bypronM.^ 
The  replication  was  demurred  to  by  the  defendant,  and 
judgment  was  given  in  his  favour.     Judgment  upon  the 
demurrer  was  signed  in  November,  1835,  the  action  hav- 

VOL,  vr.  G  G  D.  p.  c. 
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1838.         ing  been  commenced  on  the  28th  of  January  in  the  same 
y.  year,  but  all  proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  the  defend- 

9-  ant's  costs  on  the  demurrer  were  stayed,  until  after  the 

trial.  The  ])lainti(f8  had  given  notice  of  trial  for  the  sit- 
tings in  Michaelmas  Term,  1835,  but  the  notice  was  coun- 
termanded on  judgment  on  the  demurrer  being  obtained 
by  the  defendant,  and  in  the  December  following^  the  de- 
fendant became  bankrupt.  The  affidavit  in  support  of 
the  rule  in  which  these  facts  were  alleged,  then  went  on 
to  state,  that  the  plaintiffs  had  proved  their  debt  amount- 
ing to  2CAL  As,  2d.  under  the  fiat,  and  that  they  had  since 
received  a  dividend  out  of  the  estate,  and  the  defendant 
had  obtained  his  certificate.  An  offer  was  made  in  No- 
vember 18J7,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  to  stay  all 
proceedings  in  the  action,  the  plaintiffs  entering  a  nolle 
prosequi  and  paying  the  costs  of  the  demurrer ;  but  these 
terms  having  been  declined,  the  defendant's  attorney  gave 
notice  that  he  should  proceed  to  the  trial  of  the  cause  by 
proviso,  and  the  present  rule  was  in  consequence  ob- 
tained. 

KeUy  now  shewed  cause,  and  submitted  that  the  pre- 
sent proceeding  was  not  one  within  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s. 
59,  which  contemplated  those  cases  only  where  plaintiffs 
had  properly  brought  actions  which  they  could  maintain. 
The  present,  however,  was  an  application  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant's  attorney,  the  object  of  which  was  to  re- 
cover the  costs  to  which  he  would  be  entitled  in  the  event 
of  the  defendant  obtaining  judgment  in  the  action.  The 
statute  in  question  provided,  that  where  a  party  proved 
his  debt  under  a  commission,  it  should  be  taken  to  be 
an  election  on  his  part  not  to  proceed  by  action. 

Wilde,  Serjt.,  in  supporting  the  rule,  contended,  that 
the  plaintiff,  having  made  his  election  to  proceed  under 
the  commission,  ought  not  to  be  forced  on  to  trial  by  such 
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means  as  were  proposed  to  be  adopted  here.    The  only        1838. 

damages  which  the  plaintiff  could  now  recover  would  be    ^     "     " 
t  .         o    1     1      1  Whittakbr 

the  price  of  the  books^  but  he  had  already  received  a  «. 

dividend  on  them.  The  real  object,  then^  of  the  de- 
fendant's attorney,  was  only  to  obtain  the  costs  of  the 
interlocutory  judgment  on  this  demurrer.  It  was  the  at* 
torney  who  was  now  before  the  Court,  and  his  object 
was  to  go  on  without  the  permission  or  direction  of  his  cli* 
ent.  The  defendant  had  now  no  interest  whatever  in  the 
cause,  and  the  Court  would  not  sanction  such  a  course, 
as  an  attorney  forcing  on  the  plaintiff  under  such  circum« 
stances. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — ^We  have  no  right  to  interfere  with  de« 
fendants  in  ordinary  cases,  and  prevent  them  from  taking 
down  a  cause  by  proviso,  for  that  is  the  mode  by  which  it 
has  been  determined  that  a  plaintiff  shall  be  prevented 
from  keeping  a  cause  hanging  over  the  head  of  a  party 
for  an  indefinite  time.  The  only  questions  therefore  are, 
whether  the  case  falls  within  the  Bankrupt  Act,  and  whe- 
ther it  may  be  said  that  the  plaintiff  has  made  his  elec- 
tion; and,  secondly,  whether  it  is  the  defendant  who 
now  is  before  us.  On  the  first  point,  as  to  whether  this 
case  is  within  the  statute,  I  must  say  that  I  feel  great  dif- 
ficulty in  saying  that  it  is  a  case  contemplated  by  the  act. 
It  appears,  that  the  action  was  commenced  in  January, 
1835,  and  the  declaration  contained  a  special  count  to  re« 
cover  damages  for  not  giving  bills  of  exchange,  according 
to  conditions  of  sale,  and  if  it  bad  gone  down  to  trial  im- 
mediately, it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  plaintiff 
would,  in  strictness,  have  been  entitled  to  recover  any 
more  damages  than  the  amount  of  the  bills;  at  the  same 
time,  it  is  by  no  means  certain  that  the  jury  would  have 
given  damages  for  the  amount  which  the  books  were 
worth,  when  the  bills  became  due.  Now,  the  plaintiff, 
when  the  defendant  became  bankrupt,  appeared  before 
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the  commissioners  and  proved  the  amount  of  his  debt, 
which,  it  appears  by  the  custom  of  the  trade^  was  then 
due;  but  I  do  not  see  that  that  was  proving  the  demand 
in  respect  to  which  this  action  was  brought. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  deFendant  is  in  re- 
aUty  before  us,  and  there  is  no  affidavit  produced  that  he 
is  the  person  who  now  puts  the  process  of  the  Court  in 
motion.  Supposing  the  defendant  does  not  appear  to  have 
authorised  this  step  to  have  been  taken,  the  attorney  is 
putting  him  in  a  position  hkely  to  bring  him  into  a  diffi- 
culty ;  because,  supposing  a  verdict  should  pass  against 
him,  there  would  be  a  remedy  against  him  who  was  so 
lately  become  a  certificated  bankrupt,  while,  on  the  other 
hand,  in  the  event  of  the  termination  of  the  suit  being  un- 
favourable to  the  plaintiff,  he  has  to  pay  all  the  costs.  It 
would  be  most  expedient,  then,  for  us  to  take  the  middle 
course,  which  will  best  meet  the  justice  of  the  case.  Costs 
are  already  due  from  the  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer,  and, 
I  think,  that  on  their  being  paid,  a  stet  processus  should 
be  entered  ;  but  if  this  is  not  acceded  to,  the  rule  must  be 
discharged. 

Rule  accordingly. 


Parsons  v.  Pitcher. 

vVlLDE^  Serjt.,  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  which  had 
been  obtained  by  W.  //.  Watson^  for  a  review  of  the  taxa- 
tion of  the  costs  in  the  action.  It  was  an  action  brought 
to  recover  a  sum  of  16/.,  and  it  was  commenced  in  August 
last,  but  the  defendant  having  offered  to  settle  the  action 
for  13/.,  which  the  plaintiff  refused  to  accept,  no  step  was 
taken  until  the  21st  October.  A  summons  was  then  taken 
out  by  the  defendant,  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause 

take,  and  sub- 

feqoently,  on  hU  proceeding  with  the  action,  (he  defendant  obtains  an  order  to  pay  IR  8«.  into 
coorti  but  neglects  to  proceed  on  it,  in  consequence  of  which  the  plaintiff*  takes  subsequent  steps, 
but  erentually,  on  Dbe  money  being  paid  into  court,  he  accepts  it,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  costs 
only  up  to  the  time  at  which  the  order  was  made. 


Where  the 
plaintiff  hai 
brought  an 
action  against 
the  defendant 
to  recorer  a 
ium  of  16/L, 
and  the  defen- 
dant offers  him 
132.  in  satii- 
frction  of  hifl 
demand,  which 
he  refuses  to 
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vfhj,  on  the  payment  of  1 U.  8s.,  he  should  not  discontinue         1838. 
the  action^  or  why,  if  he  should  refuse  to  accept  that  sum,       "     ^     " 
he  should  not  be  deprived  of  all  subsequent  costs ;  and  «. 

on  the  27th  of  the  same  month  an  order  to  that  effect  was 
obtained.  The  defendant,  however,  neglected  to  act 
upon  it,  and  on  the  6th  November  the  plaintiff  wrote  to 
him,  and  gave  him  notice  that  if  he  meant  to  obey  the 
order  he  should  pay  the  money  into  Court,  but  that  if  he 
did  not  immediately  pay  in  the  money,  further  proceedings 
would  be  taken.  No  answer  was  returned  to  this,  and 
the  plaintiff,  in  consequence,  delivered  a  declaration  on 
the  9th  of  the  month,  and  then,  on  the  13th,  the  defend- 
ant paid  in  the  money.  The  plaintiff  took  it  out  and 
stayed  proceedings,  and  immediately  afterwards  went 
before  the  Master  to  tax  the  costs,  and  costs  were  allowed 
as  if  the  order  had  not  been  obtained.  It  was  now  con- 
tended that  the  plaintiff,  by  the  neglect  of  the  defendant, 
had  been  compelled  to  proceed  with  the  action,  and  that, 
therefore,  the  Master  was  right  in  allowing  him  his  costs 
up  to  the  time  of  the  money  being  paid  into  Court. 

W.  H.  Watson,  in  support  of  the  rule,  submitted  that 
it  must  be  made  absolute  for  a  review  of  the  taxation  of 
the  costs,  those  only  being  allowed  which  were  incurred 
up  to  the  time  of  making  the  order.  The  plaintiff's  con- 
duct in  the  action  must  be  considered  vexatious  in  his  not 
having  accepted  the  sum  originally  offered  to  him.  James 
V.  Raggett  (a)  was  a  case  in  which  the. marginal  note  was, 
''  An  action  was  brought  for  two  separate  sums  of  money, 
one  of  which  the  defendant  offered  to  pay,  with  all  costs  to 
that  time.  The  plaintiff's  attorney,  however,  refused  to 
stay  proceedings  on  those  terms,  and  the  defendant  paid 
that  sum  into  Court ;  but  the  plaintiff  afterwards  finding 
that  he  could  not  support  the  action  for  the  other  part  of 

(fl)  2  B.  &  Aid.  776. 
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hit  demand,  took  the  money  out  of  Court  and  discontinued 
the  action ;  the  Court  allowed  the  defendant  his  costs  from 
the  date  of  his  offer  to  pay  the  sum  paid  into  Court,  and 
directed  that  the  same  should  be  set-off  against  the  plain- 
tiff's  costs  previously  incurred."  In  the  present  case  the 
plaintiff  clearly  refused,  and  the  decision  of  the  Court 
must  therefore  be  governed  by  the  case  cited.  MarryoU 
T.  Clapp  (a),  and  fVillis  v.  Darke  (£),  were  cases  to  the 
same  effect. 


TiNDALi  C.  J. — I  cannot  distinguish  this  case  from 
James  v.  Raggett^  to  which  it  is  better  that  we  should 
adhere.  The  bill  of  costs  must,  therefore,  go  back  to  the 
Master. 

Rule  absolute. 


(a)  ADte,yoLl,  p.  701. 


(b)  1  Tyr.  &  G.  603. 


A  party  suing 
in  a  taperior 
court  for  the 
Imlance  of  an 
account,  the 
original  debt 
exceeding  5/*, 
but  which 
bas  been  re« 
doced  to  SO$,f 
k  not  liable  to 
cotta,  under 
the  Tower 
Hamleti  Court 
of  Requeats 
Act 


Green  r.  Bolton. 

KyHANNELLg  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  action, 
shewed  cause  against  a  rule  which  had  been  obtained 
by  C.  C  Jonesj  for  entering  a  suggestion  on  the  roll  to 
deprive  the  plaintiff  of  his  costs,  and  for  the  allowance  of 
the  defendant's  costs  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff  under  the 
Tower  Hamlets  Court  of  Requests*  Act,  2  Will.  4,  c  65, 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  which  the  defendant  resided. 
The  action,  it  appeared,  was  brought  to  recover  the  sum 
of  8/.,  the  balance  of  an  account,  but  on  the  trial  before 
the  sheriff,  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  with  SOs>  damages 
only.  A  summons,  having  the  same  object  as  the  present 
rule,  was  taken  out  before  Park,  J.,  but  was  dismissed  on 
the  ground  that  it  was  not  shewn,  in  (he  affidavits,  that  the 
defendant  was  liable  to  be  warned  and  summoned  to  the 
Court  of  Requests;  but  a  subsequent  summons  being  taken 
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out  before  Vaughan,  J.,  an  order  was  drawn  up  for  the         1838. 
stay  of  proceedings  until  the  present  applicaiion  shouhl 
be  made.     The  statute  of  2  Will.  4,  c.  65,  was  passed  to 
amend  the  previous  act  of  ^3  Geo.  2,  by  which  the  Court 
was  originally  established,  and  by  section  10  of  the  new 
enactment)  an  increased  jurisdiction  was  given^  the  amount 
recoverable  in  the  Court  being  altered  from  40s.  to  5L, 
but  it  was  provided  that  the  commissioners  should  have  no 
power  to  decide  upon  any  debt,  the  balance  of  an  account^ 
if  the  original  debt  had  exceeded  51.  in  amount.     There 
was  also  a  provision  reserving  a  concurrent  jurisdiction 
with  the  superior  courts  where  the  amount  of  the  debt 
exceeded  iOs.,  but  was  less  than  5L     lie  objected,  first, 
that  the  application  was  too  late  ;  and,  secondly,  that  it 
was   the  duty  of  the  defendant   to  put  the  defence  on 
record,  on  which  he  now  sought  to  ground  the  present 
objection  ;  but  the  only  point  on  which  the  Court  gave 
any  decision  was  the  following :  namely,  that  there  was 
nothing  in  the  language  of  section  10  of  the  new  act  which 
limited  the  operation  of  the  statute  to  sums  above  iOs* 
and  under  51. ,  on  which  ground   the  rule  had  been  ob- 
tained ;  but  that,  on  the  contrary,  it  provided  that  nothing 
in  the  recited  act  of  Geo.  2,  should  empower  the  commis- 
sioners to  decide  in  cases  where  the  debt,  having  been 
above  5/.,  had  been  reduced  to  a  minor  sum. 

C.  C.  JoneSf  contr^^  submitted  that  if  this  construction 
were  adopted,  the  S3rd  section,  by  which  the  concurrent 
jurisdiction  with  the  superior  courts  was  reserved,  would 
be  useless.  Section  10  of  the  statute  2  Will.  4,  c.  65,  must 
be  taken  to  apply  to  those  cases  only  where  the  sum  really 
due  exceeded  40s.  in  amount,  and  was  less  than  5/.,  but 
where  the  sum  recovered »  as  in  the  present  instance,  was 
less  than  40^.,  the  law  stood  as  it  formerly  did  under  the 
old  act. 
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TiNDAL,  C.  J« — We  are  unable  to  put  any  construction 
on  this  act  but  that  which  is  perfectly  natural.  The  10th 
section  expressly  provides  that  nothing  contained  in  the 
recited  act,  or  in  that  act,  shall  gire  the  commissioners 
power  to  decide  upon  debts  for  any  sums  being  the  balance 
of  an  account  originally  exceeding  5L  That  seems  to  ex- 
clude from  their  jurisdiction  the  balance  of  an  account, 
being  less  than  iOs.  even ;  if  it  was  originally  more  than 
5/.  Section  23  only  proyides  that  the  superior  courts 
shall  have  the  same  jurisdiction  which  they  had  before. 
The  words  seem  to  me  so  clear  that  I  can  put  no  other 
construction  on  them  than  that  suggested  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff. 


The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 


Rule  discharged. 


When  the  date 
of  the  writ  of 
•ummoM  if 
omitted  in  the 
iatae,  but  is 
iii|>plied  in  tlie 
writ  of  trial, 
the  writ  of  trial 
will  be  set  aside, 
with  costs,  for 
Irregularity. 

The  objec- 
Uon  is  not 
waived  by  the 
defendant's  ap« 
peariog  by  his 
attorney  at  the 
trial,  and  al- 
lowing tbe 
cause  to  pro- 
ceed, under 
protest. 


Blissett  V.  Tenant. 

rrlLDE,  Serjt.,  moved  for  a  new  rule  to  shew  cause, 
why  the  writ  of  trial  in  this  action  should  not  be  set  aside 
for  irregularity^  with  costs.  The  alleged  irregularity 
was,  that  the  writ  of  trial  varied  from  the  issue,  the  date 
of  the  writ  of  summons  being  inserted  in  it,  and  omit- 
ted in  the  issue.  It  appeared,  that  the  cause  was  tried 
before  the  Secondary  on  the  ^nd  of  December,  but  before 
the  jury  were  sworn,  the  defendant's  attorney  discovered 
the  variance,  and  objected  to  the  proceedings.  The 
Secondary,  however,  expressed  his  opinion,  that  the  trial 
must  go  on,  and  it  accordingly  proceeded,  the  defendant's 
attorney  conducting  the  case  of  his  client,  but  under  pro- 
test. A  verdict  was  eventually  found  for  the  plaintiff, 
with  1/.  U.  6d.  damages,  the  action  having  been  brought 
to  recover  2L  2s.  It  was  now  contended,  that  the  writ  of 
trial  must  follow  the  issue,  and  that  as  a  date  was  inserted 
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in  it,  which  was  not  contained  in  the  issuCi  there  was  a  1838. 
Tariance  which  was  fatal.  The  objection  was  twofold ; 
first,  that  the  date  of  the  writ  of  summons  was  omitted  in 
the  issue ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  writ  of  trial  did  not 
follow  the  issue.  Tlie  case  of  Worthington  v.  Wigley  (a) 
was  precisely  in  point,  and  although  there,  the  defendant 
did  not  appear  to  take  any  part  in  the  proceedings,  yet  as 
the  defendant's  attorney  here  had  acted  under  protest, 
there  was  no  real  difference  between  the  cases.  Wighi 
T.  Ferrers  (b)  was  also  a  decision  in  support  of  the  appli- 
cation. In  Whipple  v.  Manley  (c)  the  Court  set  aside  the 
trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  date  of  the  writ  of  summons 
which  was  inserted  in  the  writ  of  trial  was  inaccurate,  and 
they  ordered  the  writ  to  be  amended.  Edge  y.  Shaw  {d) 
also  had  reference  to  the  same  point.  In  Percivalv* 
Connell  {e)  the  Court  suspended  the  rule,  in  order  that  the 
plaintiff  might  amend ;  but  although  it  was  stated  that 
the  defendant  appeared  at  the  trial,  it  did  not  appear  that 
he  offered  any  objection  to  the  proceedings.  A  defen- 
dant had  no  means  of  preventing  the  cause  from  proceed- 
ing, but  when  he  allowed  it  to  take  the  usual  course 
under  protest,  he  did  all  that  was  in  his  power,  and  on 
this  ground  therefore,  no  objection  could  be  made.  In 
Holt  V.  Meddowcrqft  (f)  a  common  jury  panel  was  re- 
turned, together  with  a  special  jury  panel ;  but  no  special 
jurymen  appeared,  and  although  the  defendant  objected 
to  it,  the  cause  was  tried  by  the  common  jurors;  and 
Lord  Ellenborough,  in  his  judgment,  there  said,  ''  What 
might  have  been  the  effect  of  the  defendant's  appearing 
at  the  trial,  and  making  a  defence,  without  any  protest 
against  trying  the  issue,  it  is  unnecessary,  at  present,  to 


(a)  Ante,  Vol.  6,  p. 209.  (d)  Ante,  Vol.4,  p.  189. 

(6)  Id.  p.  463.  (e)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  877- 

Cc)  1  M.  &  W.  432.  (/)  4  M.  &  Sel.467. 
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1838.        inquire,  because  we  find  the  defendant  did  protest,  and  did 
all  in  his  power  to  resist  the  proceedings.     I  cannot  agree 
V.  that  it  amounts  to  a  consent  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 

because  being,  as  it  were,  tied  to  the  stake  and  dragged 
on  to  trial,  he  endeavours  to  make  the  best  of  it."  This 
opinion,  then,  was  decisive,  and  must  govern  the  Court  in 
the  judgment  which  they  should  give  on  this  portion  of 
the  present  case. 

James  shewed  cause  in  the  first  instance. — He  did  not 
propose  to  contend  that  there  had  not  been  a  non-com- 
pliance with  the  rules,  but  he  should  submit  that  the  de- 
fendant had  waived  the  objection,  by  accepting  the  issue 
without  applying  to  have  it  amended,  and  that  he  could 
not  now  take  advantage  of  his  own  neglect,  and  im- 
port the  irregularity  into  the  writ  of  trial.  He  might 
otherwise,  in  the  same  way,  bring  forward  an  objection 
to  the  declaration.  [Tindal,  C.  J. — If  you  had  gone  on 
incorporating  the  irregularity  in  the  writ  of  trial,  it  might 
be  as  you  suggest,  but  by  what  right  does  the  plaintiff 
alter  the  record  ?]  The  writ  of  trial  was  correct,  and  that 
was  the  important  part,  as  from  it  the  record  was  made 
up.  There  was  a  case  decided  in  the  Exchequer  in 
the  course  of  the  present  term,  of  Farwig  v.  Cocker^ 
ton  (a),  which  overruled  several  of  the  decisions  which 
had  been  referred  to  on  the  other  side.  It  was  held  there 
that  a  variance  between  the  issue  and  the  writ  of  trial 
might  be  amended  at  any  time,  and  that  decision  amount- 
ed in  fact,  further^  to  an  authority,  that  if  a  defendant 
attended  the  trial  and  fought  for  a  verdict,  notwithstand- 
ing he  did  so  under  protest,  he  could  not  afterwards  take 
advantage  of  any  merely  formal  objection  to  set  aside  the 
writ  of  trial.     At  all  events,  even  though  the  rule  should 

(fl)  Ante,  p.  337. 
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not  be  carried  to  this  extent,  the  defendant  would  be  en-  1838. 
titled  to  no  more  than  an  amendment^  and  that  he  might 
haye  obtained  at  the  trial :  Cox  v.  Painter  (a).  This 
might  be  derived  also  from  a  proviso,  which  appeared  in 
the  course  of  the  New  Pleading  Rules,  H.  T.  4  Will.  4  (6), 
which  was,  '*  Provided  that  in  case  of  non-compliance,  the 
Court  or  a  judge  may  give  leave  to  amend.**  The  defend- 
ant, besides,  could  not  be  prejudiced  by  the  error,  for 
he  knew  the  date  of  the  writ  of  summons,  and  if  the  omis- 
sion of  that  date  in  the  issue  had  been  of  any  importance 
to  him,  he  would  have  taken  advantage  of  it  at  the  time, 
and  it  might  then  have  been  supplied.  Instead  of  his  do- 
ing so,  however,  he  suffered  the  cause  to  proceed ;  the 
trial  having  taken  place,  it  was  too  late  to  object.  The 
date  of  the  writ  of  summons  was  not  an  integral  part  of 
the  record.  iTindal,  C.  J. — It  may  be  in  a  case  where 
the  cause  of  action  may  be  shewn  to  have  accrued  after 
the  date  of  the  issue  of  the  writ.]  In  order  to  render  the 
decisions  uniform,  the  Court  would  not  grant  this  rule* 
[Park,  J. — Is  it  any  where  said  that  the  writ  of  trial 
must  follow  the  issue?]  It  was  not*  The  irregularity 
was  entirely  in  the  issue  and  not  in  the  writ  of  trial.  In 
the  form  given,  it  was  directed  that  the  date  of  the  writ  of 
summons  should  be  inserted,  and  that  the  declaration 
should  be  recited ;  but  it  surely  was  unnecessary,  where 
an  error  had  crept  into  the  issue,  to  carry  that  into  the 
writ  of  trial. 

Wilde,  Serjt*,  in  reply  submitted,  that  the  case  of 
Fanmg  v.  Cockerion  was  quite  contrary  to  all  precedent, 
and  against  the  general  rule  of  practice,  and  that  the 
Court,  therefore,  would  not  act  upon  it.  The  writ  of  trial 
was,  to  the  Secondaries*  Court,  that  which  the  nisi  priua 

(a)  7  Canr.  &  P.  767-  (6)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  327- 
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1838.         record  was  to  one  of  the  superior  Courts,  and  the  only  cha- 

Blusett       racter  it  had  was  that  of  accuracy  in  faithfully  setting  forth 

«•  that  of  which  it  purported  to  be  a  copy,  and  it  ought  to 

give  a  transcript  of  the  proceedings,  but  if  it  varied  in  a 

material  part,  it  lost  its  proper  character.  The  issue  was  a 

notice  to  the  defendant  of  that  which  the  record  was  to 

be — ^it  was  a  copy  of  the  roll,  and  the  writ  of  trial  ought 

also  to  be  a  copy  of  the  roll.     The  non-appearance  of 

the  defendant  was  shewn  in  Worthington  v.  Wigley^  and 

that  case,  therefore,  was  more  decisive  in  favour  of  the 

application,  for  it  shewed  that   the   defendant    did  not 

care  how  that  case  went,  while  here  the  defendant  was 

alive  to  bis  rights,  and  gave  notice  of  his  objection. 

TiNDAL,  C.J. — According  to  the  best  of  my  judgment, 
the  case  of  Worthington  v.  Wigley  has  been  rightly  de- 
cided, and  I  am  not  prepared  to  depart  from  that  autho- 
rity. It  is  exactly  in  point,  except  that  the  defendant  did 
not  there  appear  at  the  trial,  while  here  he  did  appear, 
and  he  allowed  the  cause  to  go  on,  under  a  protest,  how- 
ever, against  the  proceedings.  I  think  it  would  be  ex- 
tremely hard,  and  most  injurious  to  the  purposes  of  jus- 
tice, if,  in  many  causes  tried,  the  defendants  were  obliged 
to  sustain  the  effect  of  a  speech  from  counsel  to  the  jury, 
without  any  answer  being  allowed  them  but  the  law  of  the 
case,  and  we  cannot  thinks  therefore,  that  an  appearance 
under  protest  can  make  any  material  difference  in  the 
case ;  or  is  it  an  answer  to  an  objection  such  as  that  which 
IS  now  made.  The  issue  is  directed  to  be  in  a  particular 
form,  and  it  is  to  begin  by  the  recital  of  the  writ  of  sum- 
mons, and  the  date  of  the  declaration,  and  the  subsequent 
proceedings.  The  writ  of  trial,  which  is  the  same  as  the 
record  in  a  case  at  nisi  prius,  ought  to  be  an  incorpora- 
tion of  the  various  proceedings.  Now,  when  we  look  at 
the  issue  here,  we  see  that  there  is  no  date  of  the  issuing 


Tbnant. 
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of  the  writ  of  summons.     I  agree,  that  if  the  party  had         1858. 
merely  persisted  in  copying  the  issue  into  the  writ  of  trial,       "    ^ 
it  would  have  been  too  late  to  complain  of  the  irregularity,       _   o. 
because  the  answer  would  have  been,  ''  Tliis  is  a  tran- 
script of  the  issue  ;*'  but  here  the  plaintiff  has  thought  pro- 
per to  put  into  this  writ,  by  which  the  cause  is  to  be  tried, 
a  statement  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  former  part  of 
the  proceedings.     The  parties  ought  to  go  to  a  Judge  at 
chambers,  or  to  the  Court,  before  they  take  the  liberty  of 
amending  the  record,  and  as  they  have  not  done  so  the 
rule  must  be  absolute. 

Park,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  With  regard  to 
the  protest,  I  should  presume  to  differ  from  the  judgment 
in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  because,  although  in  the  case 
decided  by  Lord  Ellenborough^  there  was  some  difference 
from  this  case,  yet  I  cannot  lightly  differ  or  depart  from 
the  strong  language  used  by  him  there. 

Vaughan,  J. — I  see  no  reason  to  depart  from  the  de- 
cision in  the  case  of  Worthington  v.  ^Vigley,  and  I  think 
there  is  no  subject  on  which  our  decisions  should  be  more 
positive  than  on  altering  the  record,  and  we  ought  to  set 
our  faces  most  decidedly  against  the  principle  of  permit- 
ting such  alterations  to  be  made  without  the  permission  of 
the  Court  or  a  Judge.  It  is  said  that  we  ought  to  follow 
the  rule  laid  down  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  with  re- 
gard to  the  protest,  but  it  appears  to  me  that  such  a 
course  would  be  attended  with  the  greatest  inconvenience. 
One  great  object  which  we  always  have  in  view  is,  to  di- 
minish the  expenses  of  suitors,  but  this  object  would  be 
defeated,  if  we  were  to  adopt  the  authority  contended 
for,  and  the  effect  would  be  that  it  would  lead  to  great 
cost  being  incurred.  Here,  however,  the  defendant 
having  done  all  he  could  to  urge  his  objection,  he  was  not 
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1838.  to  allow  himself  to  be  baited^  as  it  were,  without  making 

„  any  answer. 

BLI88ETT  "^ 


V. 


Tenant.  Bosanquet,  J,^  Concurred. 

Rule  absolute,  with  costs. 


Blss  r.  Hay. 

CyASE  for  a  nuisance. — The  declaration  alleged  tliat  the 

plaintiff,  before  and  at  the  time  of  committing  the  griev* 

A  lea  of  oar    *"^®»  ^*^  lawfully  possessed  of  a  certain  messuage  or 

for  three  yean    dwelling-house^  and  that  the  nuisance  complained  of  arose 

before  the  plidn-  •  i  •  *• 

tiff  became         from  the  defendant's  carrying  on  the  trade  and  business  of 

hU^emUes,      ^  Candle  maker  in  contiguous  premises. 

is  not  a  suffi-  pj^^ — that  the  defendant  was  possessed  of  his  premises 

dent  answer  ^  *■  ^  * 

to  an  action  on  for  three  years  before  the  plaintiff  became  possessed  of 
nuisance  in  the  messuage  or  dwelling-house  named  in  the  declaration, 
Mrryingon  the  ^^^j  before  he  or  any  of  his  family  dwelt  or  resided  in  the 
candle  maker,     said  messuage  or  dwelling-house ;  and  that,  during  that 

time,  the  defendant  had  carried  on  the  trade  of  a  candle 
maker,  in  the  same  manner  and  form  and  degree  as  he  did 
afterwards  at  the  time  complained  of  by  the  plaintiff  in 
his  declaration ;  and  that  having  so  lawfully  enjoyed  his 
premises,  factory,  and  business,  before  the  plaintiff  became 
possessed,  or  came  to  reside  or  dwell  in  his  said  messuage 
or  dwelling-house,  he  still  lawfully  ought  to  enjoy  the 
same. 

Demurrer  and  joinder. 

Buit,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  plea  was  en- 
tirely disposed  of  by  the  decision  in  the  case  of  EllioUon 
v.  Feetham  (o).  There,  in  an  action  for  a  noisy  nuisance, 
the  declaration  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  for 

(a)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  134. 
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the  residue  of  a  term  of  a  tnessuage,  and  that  he  was  dis-  1838. 
turbed  in  its  enjoyment  by  the  alleged  nuisance;  plea« 
that  the  defendants  were  possessed  of  their  workshop  and 
manufactory,  in  which  the  nuisance  was  alleged  to  have 
been  committed,  for  ten  years  before  the  plaintiff  became 
possessed  of  his  said  term  of  and  in  the  messuage  or  dwell- 
ing-house :  replication,  that  the  term»  the  residue  of  which 
was  held  by  the  plaintiff,  was  created  a  long  time,  to  wit, 
four  years,  before  the  defendants  were  possessed  of  their 
workshop  and  manufactory  in  the  plea  mentioned.  The 
Court,  in  giving  judgment,  said,  that  a  user  for  twenty 
years,  at  least,  should  have  been  alleged  by  the  defendants. 
The  plea  in  that  case,  it  was  submitted,  was  much  better 
than  that  which  had  been  pleaded  by  the  present  defen- 
dant. The  simple  question  was,  whether,  because  a  man 
chose  to  set  up  a  nuisance  one  day  before  another  went  to 
reside  near  him,  the  plea  of  user  would  be  any  defence 
to  the  action  ? 

Hoggins^  in  support  of  the  plea. — There  was  no  autho- 
rity in  the  books  that  a  man  going  to  a  nuisance  had  a  right 
to  complain  of  it.  It  was  said  in  Comyn's  Digest  (6),  that 
an  action  would  lie :  'Mf  a  man  erect  any  thing  offensive  so 
near  the  house  of  another,  that  it  becomes  useless  thereby ; 
as  a  swine  sty,  or  a  lime  kiln,  or  a  dye  house,  or  a  tallow 
furnace  ;  but  if  he  be  a  chandler,  quceref^  The  business 
of  a  tallow-chandler  was  a  lawful  one,  and  if  the  defen- 
dant was  already  established  in  his  trade,  and  the  plaintiff 
chose  to  go  to  him,  he  must  take  the  consequences  of  his 
own  act,  and  the  defendant  should  not  suffer  from  it. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — Stopping  a  watercourse  would  be  a 
nuisance,  for  if  the  defendant  were  a  little  higher  up  the 
stream  than  the  plaintiff,  could  he  stop  it?     Would  not 

(h)  Tit.  Action  on  the  Case  for  a  Nuisance,  A. 
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1833.  the  plaintiff  be  entitled  to  the  water  ?  In  this  case  thd 
defendant  sets  out  that  the  messuage  of  the  plaintiff  is 
contiguous  to  his  own,  and  all  he  says  in  his  plea  is,  that 
he  had  held  his  premises,  and  had  carried  on  his  business 
for  three  years  before  the  plaintiff  came  there.  But  that 
user  for  three  years  would  not  give  him  any  right  as  against 
the  owner  of  the  plaintiff's  house.  He  says  he  carried  on 
the  business  and  does  so  still,  but  it  appears  to  me  that 
that  is  no  answer  in  law,  because  when  the  plaintiff  came 
to  his  house  he  was  entitled  to  all  the  rights  appurtenant 
to  it,  and  he  is  entitled  to  good  air  at  common  law.  The 
defendant  cannot  support  his  plea,  unless,  from  the  length 
of  his  user,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  he  made  a  bargain 
with  the  original  owner  of  the  house  now  occupied  by  the 
plaintiff.  The  plea  in  this  case,  therefore,  I  think,  is  not 
to  be  distinguished  from  that  in  Elliotson  v.  Feelham. 

Park^  J. — In  the  case  which  was  cited  by  Mr.  Butt^  as 
it  is  reported  in  S  Scott,  there  are  a  great  many  references 
given  in  which  the  same  principle  had  been  supported,  and 
the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  in  his  judgment,  took  precisely  the 
same  ground  which  he  has  taken  here.  He  said,  ''  Where 
a  man  purchases  a  lease,  he  takes  with  it  all  rights  inci- 
dental to  it;'*  and  then  he  said,  ^*  Twenty  years  user  would 
legalise  the  nuisance.*'  Here,  however,  there  is  no  twenty 
years  user  set  up,  and  the  plea  is  no  answer  to  the  action. 

Vaughan,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  A  business 
may  be  a  nuisance  or  not  according  to  the  place  at  which 
it  is  carried  on. 

BosANQUET,  J. — If  the  defendant  sets  up  a  right,  he 
must  shew  that  he  has  acquired  it ;  but  here,  he  only  sets 
up  the  possession  of  the  premises  a  very  short  time  before 
the  plaintiff  comes  to  his  property. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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1838. 

White  v.  Prickett. 

JlE  TERSD  ORFF,  on  a  former  day,  obtained  a  rule,  calU  An  application 
ing  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  defendant  should  under  di*  »ta- 
not  be  allowed   his  costs   under  the  statute  43  Geo.  3.  tute43Geo.8, 

'    c.  4o,  s.  3,  by 

c.  46,  8.  3,  on  the  ground  of  his  having  been  arrested  for  the  defendant 
a  sum  of  28L  ds,,  without  reasonable  or  probable  cause,  and  it  being 
The  rule  had  been  granted  on  an  affidavit  made  by  the  *^^^Zd^ 
defendant's  attorney,  and  he  stated  that  the  defendant  Jpf^^umof 

i_    J   1  1    r  Of  28A,  which  was 

had  been  arrested  for  a  sum  281.  9«.,  and  that,  having  made  up  of 
given  bail  to  the  action,  the  plaintiff  on  the  24th  of  Octo-  i7A,'ddmed 
ber  last  delivered  a  declaration,  which  contained  a  count  **?  *  ***"  ° */*" 

'  change,  and 

on  a  bill  of  exchange  for  17/.  9^.,  a  count  for  goods  sold  H'- for  goods 
and  delivered,  and  also  a  count  on  an  account  stated.    By  triai'averdict 
his  particulars,  he  claimed  11/.  on  the  second  and  third  for^/piaintSr 
counts.     The  deponent  havinfif  been  informed  by  the  de-  ^°'  *•!*  ^"^ 

,        ,       ,      -  ,  mentioned  tum„ 

fendant  that  he  had  had  no  dealing  with  the  plaintiff  in  but  the  defen* 
the  way  of  business  for  more  than  six  years,  pleaded  as  to  pleaded  the 
the  first  count  in  the  declaration,  no  notice  of  dishonour  f^^^ofl-imi- 

'  tations,  toe 

of  the  bill ;  as  to  the  second  and  third  counts,  the  Statute  *^*"™  ^*>'  **>« 

■econd  sum  was 

of  Limitations.  The  cause  went  down  for  trial,  and  the  abandoned,  but 
jury  found  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  count,  but  the  Ln*affldavhf'**^ 
second  and  third  counts  were  abandoned.     The  affidavit  •T®™^^  !*** 

plainUff,  that 

in  conclusion  alleged^  that  the  defendant  had  incurred  the  defendant 

considerable  expense  in  respect  of  the  second  and  third  admitted^^e  ^ 

counts,  and  that  no  goods  had  been  delivered  to  him,  in  J^^^id'to**® 

accordance  with  the  particulars  of  demand.  be  due:— i^c^, 

that  the  defen- 
dant was  not 

Wilde,  Serjt.)  now  shewed  cause,  and  pointed  out  that  ^^^ 
no  affidavit  was  made  by  the  defendant  himself,  althoufich      '"  '*^f^  *? 

^  .  application,  it 

the  whole  of  the  true  facts  must  have  beeii  within  his  »  for  the  <fo- 
knowledge,  but  that  the  attorney  was  put  forward,  whose  the  want  of 
acquaintance    with   the   circumstances   must    be  limited  JIJ^bieMuie 
to  what  the  defendant  might  choose  to  impart  to  him;  for  the  arrest, 

VOL.  VI.  H  H  D,  p.  C. 
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1838.         and  by  these  means  the  date  of  the  transaction  in  the 
White        particulars  was  traversed.    It  was  submitted,  however, 

«•  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  make  out  a 

Prickbtt. 

case  to  induce  the  Court  to  grant  him  the  relief  which  he 

sought,  but  that  the  facts  alleged  were  insufficient  for  that 
purpose.  An  affidavit  sworn  by  the  plaintiff  was  also 
produced,  in  which  it  was  stated  that  the  deponent  had 
frequently  called  on  the  defendant  for  payment  of  the 
sum  of  111.  due  for  goods  sold,  and  that  he  never  denied 
that  it  was  owing,  but  always  promised  to  pay.  These 
applications  had  been  made  on  the  defendant  being 
casually  met  in  the  street,  and  his  address  was  not  ascer- 
tained until  veiy  shortly  before  the  commencement  of  the 
action,  when  he  was  followed  home  by  the  deponent.  It 
wHs  not  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff,  before  he  commenced  his 
action,  to  look  round  and  consider  every  unjust  or  dis- 
honest defence  which  the  defendant  might  set  up,  but 
under  the  circumstances,  the  defendant  having  so  fre- 
quently admitted  the  money  to  be  due,  and  he  himself 
being  perfectly  aware  of  the  justice  of  his  demand,  he  was 
entitled  to  proceed  for  the  full  sum  of  281.  ds.  The  defen- 
dant could  not  maintain  an  action  for  a  malicious  arrest,  and 
the  present  application  ought  not  to  prevail.  Spooner  v. 
Danks  (a)  was  a  strong  case  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff*,  and 
it  was  clear  from  it  that  the  burden  of  proof  lay  on  the 
defendant.  The  defendant  here  rested  entirely  upon  a 
mere  technical  defence,  which  was  against  the  real  justice 
of  the  case,  and  he  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  have  the 
advantage  of  that  which  was  his  own  act. 

Peter^dorff^  contra,  submitted  that  the  facts  sworn  to 
on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  were  sufficient  to  establish  a 
case  of  want  of  reasonable  and  probable  cause  for  the 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  332. 
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arrest  for  the  full  amount.  The  defendant,  in  the  answer  1838. 
which  he  set  up  to  the  claim  for  goods  sold,  was  acting 
legally  and  properly  under  the  provisions  of  the  statute, 
which  was  enacted  for  the  benefit  of  defendants,  and  his 
defence  could  not  be  said  to  be  dishonest  or  unjust.  The 
plaintiff  well  knew  that  he  could  not  give  the  admissions 
in  evidence,  and  he  had  no  right  therefore  to  arrest  the 
defendant,  being  fully  aware  that  he  could  not  support  his 
claim*  Griffiths  v.  Poinion  (o)  was  a  case  directly  in 
point,  in  favour  of  this  proposition.  The  marginal  note 
was  *'  a  party  is  not  warranted  in  arresting  another  for  a 
debt,  of  which  he  has  not,  at  the  time  of  making  the 
arrest,  some  evidence  besides  his  own  personal  know- 
ledge of  its  existence ;  and  therefore  a  plaintiff  arresting 
a  defendant  for  a  large  sum  of  money,  and  having  at  the 
arrest  only  evidence  as  to  a  small  portion  of  the  amount^ 
was  hdd  to  be  liable  to  costs  under  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  46, 
8.  3,  although  at  the  time  of  the  trial  some  evidence 
of  a  subsequent  acknowledgment  by  the  defendant  was 
given."  [Tliisda/,  C.  J. — The  plaintiff  in  the  present  case 
need  not  have  known,  that  it  was  the  defendant's  inten- 
tion to  set  up  the  Statute  of  Limitations  as  a  defence,  and 
it  is  possible  that  he  had  abundant  proof  of  the  delivery  of 
the  goods.]  That  suggestion  could  not  fairly  influence 
the  Court,  for  if  it  did,  the  statute  on  which  this  applica- 
tion was  founded  would  be  useless,  in  fact,  void.  The 
judgment  in  the  case  cited,  besides,  was  extremely  strong, 
that  attorneys  should  caution  their  clients  how  they  ven- 
tured on  bringing  actions  which  they  could  not  support  by 
legal  evidence.  Here,  there  was  no  legal  proof,  and  the 
case  must  be  decided  by  analogy  to  that  which  had  been 
cited.  BaUautime  v.  Taylor  (b)  however,  appeared  pre- 
cisely to  meet  the  suggestion  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice, 

U)  2  Nev.  &  M.  676.  (P)  1  N.  &  P.  219. 
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^  ^'  ^  for  there,  the  defence  set  up  was  infancy,  the  effect  and 
White        nature  of  which  was  precisely  similar  to  that  of  the  Statute 

PaicuTT.  ^^  Limitations,  and  yet  the  Court  held  that  the  act  applied. 
It  was  sufficient  that  the  defence  was  a  legal  one,  and  the 
Court  then  said,  **  It  has  always  been  held  that  the  damages 
recovered  by  the  plaintiff  are  primd  facie  evidence  of  the 
sum  due  from  the  defendant ;"  and  in  a  subsequent  part 
of  the  judgment  it  was  said,  ''  The  conduct  of  the  defen- 
dant certainly  cannot  be  approved  of,  but  it  is  well  that 
the  parties  should  know,  when  a  debt  amounts  just  to  SOL, 
the  risk  they  run  in  making  an  arrest.'*  Ashton  v.  NauU{a) 
and  Nicholas  v.  Hayter  (6)  were  also  in  point*  The  plain- 
tiff's case  rested  only  on  his  own  affidavit,  but  even  that 
went  to  shew  that  he  was  fully  aware  of  the  want  of  legal 
proof  of  the  admissions,  which  he  alleged  the  defendant 
'  had  made  to  him. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — I  think  the  defendant  has  not  brought 
himself  within  the  operation  of  the  statute.  It  is  clear, 
from  the  provisions  of  the  act,  that  the  proof  of  want  of 
reasonable  and  probable  cause  for  the  arrest  lies  on  the 
defendant,  and  it  would  be  absurd  to  suppose  that  the 
plaintiff  is  bound  to  shew  that  he  had  good  grounds  for 
proceeding.  In  this  case,  the  plaintiff's  demand  has  been 
reduced  below  an  arrestable  amount  by  the  plea  of  the 
Statute  of  Limitations.  Now,  I  do  not  think  it  is  neces- 
sary to  lay  down  any  general  rule  here,  but  the  ground  on 
which  the  Court  come  to  their  decision  is,  that  the  defen- 
dant has,  by  his  own  conduct,  decoyed  and  lulled  the 
plaintiff  into  a  belief  that  he  did  not  intend  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  the  statute.  I  will  not  stop  to  inquire  how  far 
the  defence  set  up  is  a  moral  one,  but  when  we  find  it 


(a)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  727- 
(h)  4  N.  &  M.  882;  S.  C.  2  Ad.  &  El.  348. 
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sworn  in  the  plaintiff's  affidavit,  that  the  defendant  fre-  1838. 
quently  promised  to  pay,  admitting  the  money  to  be  due, 
how  could  any  one  suppose  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
would  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  the  account  ?  I  am  aware  that 
the  statute  requiring  the  admissions  to  be  in  writing  takes 
away  from  the  plaintiff  the  power  of  giving  the  conversa- 
tions in  evidence  ;  but  the  question  is,  whether  he  had  a 
reasonable  idea  and  belief  that  he  was  entitled  to  proceed  ? 
The  case  is  distinguishable  from  that  of  Griffiths  v.  Potn- 
ion^  for  there,  the  only  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  claim  was 
his  own  personal  knowledge  of  its  existence,  and  he  was 
quite  sure  that  he  would  never  be  entitled  to  give  that  in 
evidence,  and  therefore,  in  that  case,  there  was  no  reason- 
able and  probable  cause.  BaUantine  v*  Taylor  stood  on 
its  own  peculiar  circumstances,  but  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  seems  rather  to  admit  the  principle  on  which  we  are 
deciding  this  case.  It  is  not  necessary  to  lay  down  any 
rule ;  but  I  may  say,  that  when  the  debt  appears  to  be 
really  due,  is  asserted  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  so,  and  it  is 
not  denied  by  the  defendant,  and  when  the  cause  of  hold- 
ing the  defendant  to  bail  may  be  said  to  depend  on  the 
defendant's  own  conduct,  the  case,  it  appears  to  me,  does 
not  come  within  the  statute.  I  am  of  opinion,  thereforet 
that  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Park,  J.,  concurred. 

Vaughan,  J. — ^I  think  that  the  Court  would  not  pro- 
perly administer  justice  if  they  were  to  carry  the  construc- 
tion of  this  act  to  the  extent  contended  for  by  the  coun- 
sel for  the  defendant.  The  case  appears  to  me  to  rest 
on  its  own  circumstances ;  and  it  is  evident,  from  the  words 
of  the  statute,  that  the  object  of  the  legislature  was  to 
give  the  Court  the  power  of  judging  of  all  the  facts  of  a 
case,  and  it  is  for  the  defendant  peculiarly  to  shew  all  the 
circumstances  necessary  to  make  out  the  want  of  reason- 
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1838.  able  and  probable  cause*  Now,  here  the  plaintiff's  affi-' 
davits  shew  that  he  had  grounds  for  believing  that  his 
demand  upon  the  defendant  was  a  good  one,  for  the 
defendant's  conduct  lulled  him  into  an  idea  that  the  Sta- 
tute of  Limitations  would  not  be  pleaded.  It  is  different 
from  a  case  of  a  release^  because  that  would  be  an  ex- 
tinguishment of  the  debt,  but  here,  the  debt  is  only  barred 
by  reason  of  the  evidence  necessary  to  prove  it  not  being 
in  writing.  We  should  be  doing  injury  to  the  parties  if 
we  were  to  make  this  rule  absolute. 

BosANQUET,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  the 
duty  of  the  defendant,  who  seeks  to  recover  costs  under 
this  act,  to  bind  the  Court  to  grant  his  application,  by 
shewing  a  want  of  reasonable  and  probable  cause  for  the 
arrest,  and  the  act  provides  that  this  shall  be  decided  on 
affidavit.  It  has  been  justly  complained  in  this  case,  that 
the  defendant  has  made  no  affidavit,  and  it  has  been  equally 
unjustly  complained,  that  the  plaintiff  has  made  an  affi- 
davit, for  he  was  at  liberty  to  do  so  under  the  provisions 
of  the  act.  Then,  it  appears,  that  the  defendant  has  re- 
peatedly promised  that  he  would  pay  the  debt ;  and,  there- 
fore, when  the  plaintiff  knew  it  to  be  due,  the  defendant 
admitting  that  he  was  liable  for  it,  he  might  well  suppose 
that  the  defendant  would  not  set  up  the  Statute  of  Limi- 
tations as  an  answer  to  the  action.  This  case  must  stand 
upon  its  own  grounds ;  and,  therefore,  without  laying 
down  any  general  rale,  I  think  the  defendant  has  not 
brought  himself  within  the  act. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Burton  v.  Campbell. 

JlRICB  bad  obtained  a  rule  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  Under  th« 
shew  cause  why  he  should  not  be  disallowed  his  costs  of  q^^^^  of^ke- 
suit,  and  why  the  Court  should  not  award  that  he  should  J^^^^m^^^^ 
pay  the  defendant  the  costs  which  he  had  incurred  in  de-  c.  120),  when, 
fending  the  action ;  and  also  why  he  should  not  pay  the  the  defendant 
costs  of  this  application.     The  rule  was  granted  on  affi-  i^jj^^^^f  «Si 
davits  made  by  the  defendant  and  two  other  personsi  on  ^^^  Tavern, 
the  ground  that  the  former  was  liable  to  be  warned  and  the  hundred  of 
summoned  to  the  Court  of  Requests  established  in  the  J^^  au^nent- 
Hundred  of  Blackheath,  under  the  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  120,  If 'T""  ^Y 

'  #  »  « before  and  at 

the  debt  being  under  6i!»,  to  which  amount,  under  the  Slat  the  time  of  the 

^    ,  iistdng  of  th« 

section  of  the  act,  the  commissioners  were  empowered  to  writ  in  this 
'^  decide  and  determine  all  disputes  and  differences  between  phantiff;'he 
party  and  party  in  all  actions  or  causes  of  debt,  &c."  ''"'^hoUy 
The  defendant,  in  his  affidavit,  described  himself  as  ''  of  above  u^em/' 
the  Mitre  Tavern,  Greenwich,  in  the  Hundred  of  Black-  dent  proof  of 
heath,"  and  stated  that  he  had  been  served  on  the  1st  of  w\'thT^Je"jSrii. 

November  with  a  copy  of  a  writ  of  summons,  which  was  ^^ction  of  the 
1  1  1     .  /•  1       1  .  Court  of  Re- 

annexed,  sued  out  at  the  instance  of  the  plamtiff,  and  questa,  in  order 

which,  by  an  indorsement,  claimed  4/.  is.  5d.  debt,  and  tomove^to'de* 
1/.  8#.  costs,  while  he  was  accidentally  in  Fleet-street ;  but  Sff^/^i^t^V 
that  be  (the  defendant)  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  issu-  debt  being 
ing  of  the  said  writ,  was  wholly  resident  at  the  above  amonnL 
tavern  in  Greenwich,  and  was  liable  to  be  warned  and  ^^^^  m^I^im 
summoned  to  the  Court  of  Requests  for  the  Hundred  of  produced  on 

the  motion, 

Blackheath,  and  that  the  plaintiff  well  knew  of  bis  said  there  is  no  aUe- 
residence.     The  other  affidavits  were  in  corroboration  of  fllio^t^of  the 
this  statement  of  the  defendant,  and  alleged  further,  that  the  acti'oTu*^'* 
the  defendant  had  gone  to  reside  at  Greenwich  on  the  1st  brought,  but 
of  October,  and  that  the  fact  was  subsequently  communi-  writofsum- 
cated  to  the  plaintiff  by  one  of  the  deponents,  on  his  going  ^^^  ihe^de- 

fendant  wai 
lerved,  is  annexed,  indorsed  that  the  plaintiff  claims  ik  2t,  5d,  debt,  that  is  luffident  proof  of  the 
action  being  brought  fpr  a  sum  **  not  exceeding  5/." 
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1838.         to  him  to  endeavour  to  make  some  arrangement  on  behalf 

Burton       ^^  *^  defendant  with  respect  to  the  debt  for  which  this 

V.  action  was  brought.     The  74th  section  of  the  act  pro- 

CaMPBELIi.  . 

videdy  "  That  if  any  action  or  suit  for  any  amount  re- 
coverable in  the  said  Court  of  Requests  shall  be  sued  or 
prosecuted  in  any  of  His  Majesty's  Courts  at  Westminster, 
or  elsewhere,  out  of  the  said  Court  of  Requests,  and  it 
shall  appear  to  the  Judge  or  Judges  of  the  Court  in  which 
such  action  or  suit  shall  be  tried,  that  at  the  time  of  com« 
mencing  such  action  or  suit,  the  defendant  was  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court  of  Requests,  and  was  liable  to 
be  warned  and  summoned  before  the  said  court  for  such 
debt  or  demand,  then  and  in  such  case  the  said  Judge  or 
Judges  shall  not  allow  to  the  plaintiff  or  plaintiffs  any  costs 
of  suit,  but  shall  award  the  said  plaintiff  or  plaintiffs  to 
pay  such  costs  to  the  defendant  or  defendants  as  such 
defendant  or  defendants  shall  justly  prove,  before  such 
Judge  or  Judges,  that  he  or  they  hath,  or  have  in- 
curred, and  been  put  to  in  the  defence  of  such  action  or 
suit." 

Arnold^  now  shewed  cause,  and  produced  an  affidavit 
made  by  the  plaintiff,  who  swore  that  the  action  was 
brought  for  a  sum  of  money  due  from  the  defendant  for 
board  and  lodging,  and  that  from  information  which  the 
deponent  had  obtained,  he  believed  that  the  defendant, 
on  quitting  his  house,  had  gone  to  reside  at  the  Johnson's 
Head  Tavern,  Bolt  Court,  Fleet-street,  and  that  lie  had 
continued  to  live  there  until  the  1st  of  November,  as  this 
deponent  was  informed  by  the  landlord,  and  believed,  on 
which  day  a  copy  of  the  writ  of  summons  in  this  action 
was  served  on  him  in  a  bed-room  in  that  house.  And  it 
was  further  alleged,  that  the  defendant  pleaded  in  person, 
and  delivered  a  plea,  bearing  date  the  4th  of  December, 
indorsed  ''  Cambell,  Burton-street,  St.  Pancras.**  It  was 
submitted  that  upon   the   conflicting  statements  in  the 
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affidavits,  the  Court  would  consider  themselves  bound  to         1838. 
discharge  the  present  rule.     The  defendant,  besides,  did       burtov 
not  clearly  shew  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  assistance  of  «• 

CaMPBSLIm 

the  Court.  The  SSth  section  of  the  statutCj  provided 
that  it  should  be  lawful  for  any  person  who  should  have 
any  debt  or  demand,  owing  or  due  to,  or  claimed  or  de- 
manded by  such  persons,  and  for  which  debt  or  demand 
he  should  claim  any  sum  of  money  from  any  person  ''  re- 
siding, inhabiting,  or  being  within  the  said  hundred,  or 
keeping  or  using  any  house  or  warehouse,  or  employed, 
working,  or  seeking  a  liveUhood,  or  usually  trading  or 
deahng'*  within  the  said  hundred,  to  apply,  &c.  Now  the 
defendant  ought  to  make  out  in  absolute  and  positive 
terms,  that  he  was  within  one  of  these  provisions  of  the 
statute,  and  should  swear  so  in  distinct  words.  Newton  v. 
Peacock  (a)  was  an  authority  in  support  of  this  general 
doctrine,  and  Skinner  v.  Davis  (6)  was  also  a  decision  in 
point. 

Tin  DAL,  C.  J. — The  defendant  describes  himself  as 
of  the  Mitre  Tavern,  Greenwich,  in  the  Hundred  of 
Blackheath,  and  swears  that  at  the  time  of  the  issuing 
of  the  writ  he  was  wholly  resident  there.  The  74th 
section  of  the  act  requires  that  it  should  be  made  out  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  Court,  that  the  defendant  was 
within  the  jurisdiction,  and  that  follows  by  necessary  im- 
plication from  the  words  of  the  affidavit. 

Arnold  then  objected  that  there  was  no  distinct  allega- 
tion that  the  sum  for  which  the  action  was  brought,  was 
''  not  exceeding  5/." 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — The  copy  of  the  writ  of  summons  is  an- 
nexed to  the  affidavit,  and  the  amount  is  shewn  to  b^ 
4/.  Zs.  5d.    I  think  that  is  sufficient. 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  677-  (*)  2  Taunt.  196. 
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1838.  Arnold  then  proceeded  to  argue  on  thq  affidaviti  that 

BoRTOH       ^^^  ^^^^  must  be  discharged. 


Cauwmmlu 


Price^  contra. 

TjNDALy  C.  J. — The  only  question  here  iS|  whether  it 
appears  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Courts  that  the  defendant 
was^  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the  writ,  *^  residing^  in- 
habiting, or  being"  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court 
of  Requests^  and  liable  to  be  summoned  thereby  before 
the  Commissioners.  Now,  upon  the  defendant's  affidavit, 
it  is  positively  sworUi  that  he  was  "  residing  at  the  Mitre 
Tavern,  Greenwicb,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  issuing 
of  the  writ  of  summons."  Then  is  there  any  thing  sworn  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  which  goes  to  deny  this  ?  There  is 
not;  for  although  there  is  an  allegation  that  the  defendant 
was  living  at  the  Johnson's  Head,  yet  that  is  only  upon 
information,  and  the  party  who  gives  the  information 
does  not  make  any  affidavit.  The  rule  must  therefore  be 
discharged. 

Parke,  J. — The  word  "  being*'  in  this  statute  is  a  very 
awkward  one  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  although  merely  pass* 
ing  through  the  jurisdiction  would  not,  I  think,  be  suffi- 
cient to  bring  a  person  within  its  meaning ;  yet  sufficient 
is  sworn  here  by  the  defendant,  without  any  contradiction 
by  the  plaintiff,  which  can  be  depended  upon,  or  taken  as 
such,  to  induce  the  Court  to  make  the  rule  absolute. 

Vauohan,  J.  concurred. 

BosANQUET,  J. — ^The  residence  of  the  defendant  at  the 
Johnson's  Head  is  only  sworn  to  from  information,  and 
not  from  the  plaintiff's  own  knowledge. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Doe  d.  Wright  v.  Roe. 

JSAYLEY mo^edi  for  a  rule  for  judgment  against  the  incjcctmeot 
casual  ejector.    The  affidavit  stated  that  the  deponent,  undl  proofof 
on  the  9th  January,  had  gone  to  the  residence  of  Edward  "wrvfee  «(» 

.  copy  of  the  de- 

Price,  the  tenant  in  possession,  and  found  the  front  door  dantion  and 

closed.    He  knocked  at  the  door,  and  at  length  a  female  house  of  the 

came  to  the  window,  whom  he  acquainted  with  the  object  JtsSoo^n?* 

of  his  call.    She  at  first  said  that  the  tenant  was  not  at  f«nMi«»  who, 

on  the  papera 

home,  but  subsequently  contradicted  herself  in  this  state-  being  explained 
ment,  and  deponent  afterwards,  on  the  same  day,  served  j^g^'^f  ^^\'  * 
a  copy  of  the  declaration  and  notice,  by  delivering  the  *^^^"''/®' 
same  to  the  same  person  and  explaining  them  to  her^  and  of  the  plaintiff 
he  afterwards  conversed  with  her  on  the  subject  of  this  beenendeayonr- 
action,  when  she  said  that  she  knew  what  it  was,  for  that  JJ^^^^^i 
Mr.  Wright  (the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff)  had  been  trying  ^^^K^^JL**** 
to  effect  service  before,  but  could  not.    The  deponent  af-  another  copy 
terwards  affixed  a  copy  of  the  declaration  and  notice  on  the  house,  is 
the  door  of  the  premises.  ^^mta  * 

Judgment 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — The  female  was  the  only  person  seen,  casual  ijeotors 
and  she  may  have   made  a  mistake  in  saying  that  the  J^^jSuylirr.' 
tenant  was  at  home.  ^<*  ^^^^  ™'* 

states  the  same 
person  to  have 

Bayley  submitted  that  the  second  conversation  which  «  yarratuched 
took  place  would  be  sufficient  to  induce  the  Court  to  grant  ^^  ^thlt 

a  rule  to  shew  cause.  sbe  is  his  ser- 

yant,  the  rule 


TiNDAL,  C.  J. — But  the  same  difficulty  will  still  arise. 
However,  as  I  am  inclined  to  think  there  has  been  some- 
thing like  trickery,  you  may  take  a  rule  nisi. 

Bayley  subsequently  applied  to  make  tbe  rule  absohite. 
His  affidavit  now  alleged  the  female  to  be  the  servant  of  the 
tenant  in  possession,  and  stated  that  the  nile  nisi  had  been 


will  be  made 
absolute. 
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served  on  her  in  the  yard  attached  to  the  dwelling-house 
of  the  tenant. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — That  will  do.    What  does  your  affida- 
vit say  on  the  subject  of  the  premises  in  dispute? 

Bayley.-^lt  is  ejectment  for  a  close  of  land^  and  the 
tenant  lives  very  near  to  it. 

TiNDALi  C.  J. — You  may  take  your  rule. 

Rule  absolute. 


Where  eject- 
ment is  brought 
to  recoTer  pot- 
eenion  of 
stables,  service 
on  the  wife  of 
the  tenant,  at 
his  dwelling- 
honse,  is  snf- 
fident  for  judg- 
ment against 
the  casual 
ejector. 


Doe  d.  Graef  v.  Roe. 

JiOMPASf  Serjt«9  moved  for  leave  to  sign  judgment 
against  the  casual  ejector.  The  premises  for  which  the 
ejectment  was  brought,  consisted  of  stables,  and  the  ser- 
vice which  had  been  effected  was  on  the  wife  of  the  tenant 
in  possession  at  his  dwelling-house. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — That  is  sufficient  service.     Otherwise 
you  would  never  be  able  to  recover  stables  at  all. 


Rule  granted. 


Doe  d.  Baring  r.  Roe. 

rV.  H,  WATSON  moved  for  a  rule  for  judgment  against 
the  casual  ejector.  The  declaration  and  notice  were  ad- 
dressed to  Henry  Mann  and  Latimer  West,  on  whom  the 
service  had  been  regular,  and  also  to  Charles  Collins,  John 
Palmer^  and  George  Gibson,   the  assignees  of  George 


When  the 
tenant  in  pos- 
session is  a 
bankrupt,  ser- 
vice on  the 
messenger  in 
possession  of 
the  premises 
and  the  bank- 
rupt's goods 

under  the  fiat,  and  on  the  official  assignee,  is  sufficient  lervice  on  which  to  ground  a  rule  for  judg- 
ment against  the  casual  ejector. 
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Sanders  Heywood,  the  tenant  in  possession^  who  was  a  1838. 
bankrupt.  The  affidavit  on  which  he  moved  stated  that 
the  deponent  had  gone^on  the  6th  of  January^  to  the  pre- 
mises^ for  the  purpose  of  serving  the  tenanti  and  that  he 
personally  served  an  individual  who  represented  himself 
to  be  in  possession  under  a  fiat  of  bankruptcy,  issued 
against  George  Sanders  Heywood.  The  deponent  also 
subsequently  personally  served  George  Gibson,  the  official 
assignee.  This,  it  was  submitted,  was  sufficient  without 
service  on  the  other  assignees  being  effected. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — It  seems  reasonable,  I  think,  that  the 
rule  should  be  granted. 

Rule  accordingly. 


Hitchcock  r.  Walter,  Clerk. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  trespass,  and  the  declaration  al«  where  the 
leged  that  the  defendant  had  pulled  up  and  taken  and  ^^°*^^*" 
carried  away,  and  converted  to  his  own  use  two  grave  v^^  <>»  one 

_  _  ,  ,  .  -  of  which  iwue 

Stones,  two  tomb  stones,  and  two  other  stones,  which  were  is  joined,  and 
part  and  parcel  of  a  monument  erected  to  the  honor  and  JJere^ig  a  re- 
sacred  memory,  and  placed  over  the  grave  of  certain  an-  pi»citio|i,  and 
cestors  of  the  plaintiff,  whose  remains  before,  &c.,  had  confetsing  the 
been  placed  in  the  said  grave,   but  which,  by  the  re-  on  that  pleading, 
moval  of  the  said  tomb  stones,  grave  stones,  and  other  S^jemurt*!©" 
stones,  had  been  left  much  exposed,  &c.     Plea,  first,  that  the  rejoinder, 

-        .  -  o  ,  ,  -  ,  but  the  defen- 

at  the  time  when,  &c.,  the  said  tomb  stones,  grave  stones,  dant,  instead 
and  other  stones  were  not,  nor  were  any  of  them  the  pro-  dernluTef/STef 
perty  of  the   plaintifi^  modo  et  form&,  and  of  this   the  ;<»**»«•  **»f*  »>«, 

*^       •'  '^^  oil  "  "°^  intend 

defendant  put  himself  upon  the  country.     Secondly,  that  proceeding  on 
as  to  the  pulling  up,  taking  and  carrying  away  the  said  the  pUdntiff  '*' 
tomb  stones,  grave  stones,  and  other  stones  in  the  decla-  J'ued^tojud*"" 
ration  mentioned,  the  plaintifi^  ought  not  to  sustain  his  ment  on  the 

whole  record, 
but  the  Court 
will  grant  a  rule  for  striking  out  the  pleadings  demurred  to. 
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1888.         actioiii  for  before  and  at  the  time  wheni  &c«,  the  defend* 
ant  was  possessed  of  a  certain  close,  to  which  the  said 
o.  tomb  stones,  grare  stones,  and  other  stones  were  affixed, 

and  at  the  time  when,  &c«,  they  were  doing  damage  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  to  the  grass,  herbage,  &c«,  growing  in 
the  said  close,  and  that  therefore  he  took  up  the  said 
stones,  and  conveyed  them  a  short  and  convenient  distance, 
and  then  left  them  for  the  said  plaintiff.  Replication, 
to  the  first  plea,  simiUter ;  and  to  the  second  plea,  that 
the  defendant  converted  and  disposed  of  to  his  own  use, 
the  said  tomb  stones,  &c.  Rejoinder,  to  the  replication 
to  the  second  plea,  confessing  that  the  defendant  had  con- 
verted and  disposed  of  the  said  tomb  stones,  &c«,  in  man*- 
ner  and  form  as  alleged.  General  demurrer,  to  the  re* 
joinder,  but  the  defendant,  instead  of  joining  in  demur- 
rer, gave  notice  to  the  plaintiff *s  attorney,  that  he  did  not 
intend  to  take  any  steps  in  respect  of  bis  second  plea« 
The  plaintiff,  on  this,  signed  judgment  on  the  whole  re- 
cord. 

JR.  V.  Richards  now  moved  that  this  judgment  might 
be  set  aside  for  irregularity,  with  costs.  It  was  submitted 
that  the  plaintiff  clearly  had  no  right  to  sign  judgment  on 
the  whole  record,  for  there  was  already  an  issue  regularly 
joined  on  the  first  plea,  traversing  the  plaintiff's  posses- 
sion, and  which  went  to  the  whole  declaration.  The  case 
should  have  been  treated  as  if  there  had  been  judgment 
on  the  second  plea,  and  the  issue  which  was  joined  should 
have  been  left  to  be  tried.  The  defendant  surely  ought 
not  to  be  in  a  worse  situation  than  he  would  have  been 
in  if  he  had  never  pleaded  the  second  plea  at  all.  No 
analogy  existed  between  this  case  and  one  which  might 
have  arisen  before  the  statute  of  double  plea,  (4  Anne, 
c.  16).  If  there  had  been  only  one  plea,  and  the  party 
had  refused  to  continue,  judgment  might  have  been 
signed ;  but  there  were  two  pleas,  the  first  of  which,  on 


Waltml 


HILARY  TERM,  1  VICT.  469 

which  issue  was  regularly  joined,  went  to  the  whole  de*        18S8. 
claration.    The  plaintiff  was,  doubtless,  entitled  to  judg-     J^~  " 
tnent  on  the  second  plea,  but  the  first  plea  was  material,      ^  •• 
and  was  not  disposed  of.    The  plaintiff's  proper  mode  of 
proceeding  would  hare  been  to  put  himself  in  the  same 
position,  as  if  there  been  joinder  m  demurrer,  and  judg^ 
ment  in  his  farour. 

Peacock  opposed  the  rule,  in  the  first  instance.  The 
case  of  Spooner  v.  Brewiier  (a)  was  taken  as  an  authority 
on  which  the  declaration  was  drawn ;  and  the  plaintiff  was 
right  in  signing  judgment.  At  the  time  when  pleading 
was  carried  on  viva  voce  in  open  Court,  the  parties  ap- 
peared personally  on  the  return  of  the  writ,  when,  if  the 
plaintiff  desired  to  have  time,  it  was  given  to  him ;  but  if 
the  plaintiff  declared,  the  defendant  came  in ;  and  if  he 
confessed  the  action,  judgment  was  given  accordingly ; 
and  if  the  defendant  did  not  appear,  judgment  was  given 
in  like  manner.  [Ttitda/,  C.  J. — ^You  will  find  it  difficult  to 
point  out  a  declaration  of  that  time  containing  two  counts.] 
The  defendant  here  not  having  joined  in  demurrer,  it 
amounted  to  a  discontinuance  or  default,  and  the  judg^ 
ment  was  rightly  signed,  as  the  practice  formerly  per- 
mitted  it  to  be  signed,  if  the  defendant  did  not  come 
in.  Judgment  given  against  a  defendant  for  a  default 
after  plea  pleaded,  was  a  judgment  by  nihil  dicit,  for  he 
would  be  taken  to  have  waived  all  his  former  pleadings, 
and  a  writ  of  inquiry  would  have  been  awarded ;  so  here 
the  plaintiff  could  only  sign  judgment  for  the  defendant's 
default  [  Tindal,  C.  J. — Why  could  not  the  plaintiff  sign 
judgment  as  to  that  particular  part  of  the  pleading  to  which 
there  was  a  demurrer?  We  frequently  have  judgment  on 
demurrer  on  a  single  plea.]    Here  there  was  no  issue 

(a)  3  Biog.  136. 
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1838.        joined  in  law^  and  the  plaintiff  could  not  take  the  opinion 
Hitchcock     ^^  ^^^  Court  on  the  rejoinder.     The  mode  of  confessing 
V.  here  taken  was  quite  a  novel  practice,  and  it  was  sought 

by  its  adoption  to  save  the  expense  of  confessioUi  and  of 
the  retraxit  of  the  plea :  1  Tidd's  Practice  (a).  There  was 
no  such  judgment  known  in  law  as  a  judgment  for  want 
of  a  rejoinder.  In  Peirie  v.  Fitzroy  (&),  the  Court  held 
that  if  the  defendant  did  not  rejoin,  the  plaintiff  might 
strike  out  the  previous  pleadings,  and  enter  judgment  as 
for  want  of  a  plea,  and  the  neglect  to  rejoin  was  therefore 
considered  as  an  abandonment  of  the  plea.  This  prac- 
tice was  derived  from  that  which  formerly  existed,  by 
which,  if  the  defendant  omitted  to  go  before  the  Court, 
judgment  was  signed  for  want  of  a  plea.  It  surely  could 
not  be  contended  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  any 
judgment. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — We  are  not  prepared  to  go  so  far  as 
that,  because  you  might  have  judgment  of  nihil  dicit 
quoad  hoc.  You  had  better  have  applied  to  the  Court 
for  a  rule  to  strike  out  the  plea,  because  you  certainly 
have  signed  a  larger  judgment  than  you  are  entitled  to. 
The  doctrine  for  which  you  contend  existed  long  before 
the  statute  of  Anne,  and  it  will  hardly  now  apply.  The 
proper  course  now  will  be  for  the  judgment  to  be 
set  aside,  but  at  the  same  time,  I  think  the  pleadings  de- 
murred to  should  be  struck  out,  neither  party  paying  any 
costs. 

Rule  accordingly. 

(a)  Page  559,  Ed.  9.  (6)  5  T.  R.  152. 


HILARY  TERIf,  1  VICT.  iCA 

USB. 

Doe  d.  Davies  r.  Rob.  -^*— 

\JGLE,  on  the  19th  of  January^  moved  for  a  rule  for  Under  pir- 
judgment  against  the  casual  ejector.      The  motion  should  stances,  the 
have  been  made  within  the  fir!>t  four  days  of  Term,  Doe  p^^^  ^i),  ^^l 
d.  Lawford  v.  Roe  (a),  but  it  was  hoped  that  under  the  "»*«»"**»»•. . 

•^  .  Court,  requinng 

circumstances,  a  rule  nisi  would  be  granted.     The  attor-  an  application 
ney  had  been  directed  to  bring  tlie  action,  but  had  ne-  against  the 
glected  to  instruct  counsel  in  time  to  move  for  this  rule  ac-  ^be  maS"' 
cordinff  to  the  practice  of  this  Court.     This  omission  was  ^*h^"  »*»«  four 

.  first  days  of 

entirely  through  inadvertence,  and  tiie  lessor  of  the  plain-  term, 
tiff  was  ready  to  submit  to  any  reasonable  terms.  [Tin- 
dal,  C.  J.  —The  difficulty  I  have  is,  that  the  rule  will  af- 
terwards burthen  the  other  party  with  additional  costs.] 
There  is  no  reason  to  believe  tliat  cause  will  be  shewn 
against  the  rule. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — You  may  take  a  rule  to  shew  cause. 

Rule  nisi  granted, 
(a)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  161. 


Ek  parte  Cogo. 
Godson  moved  for  the  discharce  of  the  defendant  lf»«ftcranir. 

_  regular  arrest, 

out  or  custody,  as  regarded  a  suit  in  this  Court.     He  had  to  Uie  illegality 

been  arrested  on  a  ca.  sa.  at  the  suit  of  a  plaintiff  in  the  sheriffisno^ 

Exchequer,  but  that  writ  had  been  set  aside  on  the  ground  JJJ[^  iV*iter- 

of  irregularity.     The  defendant  was  now  in  custody  on  wards  set  aside, 

1   ^  •         1    J       1  •         I  .      .  .    .       ■  .     ^  **>«  defendant 

a  detamer  lodged  against  him  in  a  suit  in  this  Court.  is  innocenUy 

detdned  by 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — The  case  o(  Barraii  y.  Price  (a)  is,  I  another^suk, 
think,  an  answer  to  your  appUcation.  Jjj^*  dSdha'''" 

him  as  to  the  detainer, 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  l,p.725. 
VOL.  VI.  II  D.  P.  C. 
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1838. 
Ex  parte 

COGO. 


BosANQUETy  J. — If  the  sheriff  is  not  a  party  to  the  il- 
legal arrest,  I  think  the  subsequent  detainer  can  be  justi- 
fied. 


TiNDAL,  C.  J. — If  the  defendant  is  detained  innocently 
by  another  person,  after  the  first  arrest,  the  defendant 
is  not  entitled  to  his  discharge.  I  think  that  is  the  dis- 
tinction which  is  to  be  drawn. 

Rule  refused. 


The  fact  of  a 
plaintiff  not 
proceeding 
promptly  in 
a  cause,  is 
no  answer  to 
a  rule  for  ex- 
amining a  ma- 
terial witness 
on  interroga- 
tories, who  is 
going  abroad. 


Weekes  r.  Pall. 

€/•  BA  YLE  Y  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  obtained  by 
72.  F.  Lee  for  examining,  on  interrogatories,  a  witness, 
whose  evidence  was  sworn  to  be  material  and  necessary  for 
the  plaintiff  in  the  action,  and  who  was  on  the  point  of 
sailing  for  the  island  of  Ceylon.  There  was  no  objection 
to  the  application,  provided  the  Court  should  think  the 
plaintiff  was  in  time.  The  action  had  been  commenced  in 
April,  1836,  and  the  defendant  had  pleaded  in  the  follow- 
ing May,  but  no  steps  in  the  cause  were  afterwards  taken 
until  the  1st  of  November,  1837,  when  notice  was  given 
that  the  plaintiff  intended  to  proceed  after  the  end  of  that 
month.  He  did  not  go  on,  however,  until  the  present 
month  of  January.  It  was  submitted,  that  in  order  to 
entitle  the  plaintiff  to  have  a  rule  of  this  description  abso- 
lute, he  should  have  proceeded  promptly. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — I  think  the  objection  is  not  sufficient  to 
call  upon  the  Court  to  discharge  this  rule. 


Rule  absolute. 
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1838. 

Ex  parte  Ware^  Gent,,  One,  8cc. 

Jl  ULL  Y  moved  for  a  rule,  directing  the  M«ister  of  this  Wben  an  attor- 
Court  to  add  the  name  of  Ware^  to  the  name  of  the  appli-  hiTmiinefthe 
cant,  (an  attorney),  on  the  roll.  S^a'^illir 

for  altering  his 
name  on  the 

TiNDAL,  C.  J* — He  may  take  out  his  certificate  with  his  roll,  by  adding 

_,         .  hii  new  uanie 

neW  name,  if  he  pleases.  to  that  which 

U  already  en- 
grossed on  it. 

TuUy  urged  that  the  amendment  had  already  been 
ordered  to  be  made  in  tlie  other  Courts.  The  applicant 
was  admitted  in  1821*,  but  had  only  recently  taken  the 
name  of  Ware,  in  addition  to  that  which  he  previously 
bore. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — Why  are  we  to  have  his  name  altered? 
it  may  be  a  mode  of  acquiring  a  new  name. 

TuUy. — The  applicant  swears  he  has  already  acquired 
it  by  a  regular  license. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — He  will  not  get  into  any  difficulty  by 
the  application  being  refused.  It  is  a  mere  matter  of 
fancy. 

BosANQUET,  J. — He  has  not  abandoned  his  own  name, 
but  has  only  added  another  to  it. 

Rule  refused. 


1  I  2 
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HILARY  TERM,  1  VICTORLE. 

XT  is  ordereDi  that  on  and  after  the  first  day  of  next 
Easter  Term,  every  rule  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  non« 
suit  after  a  peremptory  undertaking  and  default^  shall  be 
absolute  in  the  first  instance. 

It  is  FURTHER  ORDERED,  that  from  and  after  the  last 
day  of  this  present  Hilary  Term,  it  shall  not  be  necessary 
to  file  warrants  of  attorney  to  prosecute  and  defend  pre- 
vious to  or  at  the  time  of  signing  interlocutory  or  final 
judgment,  or  at  any  stage  of  a  cause. 

It  is  also  further  ordbreDi  that  from  and  after  the 
last  day  of  this  Term,  all  judgments  may  be  signed  on  the 
morning  after  the  day  on  which  the  time  for  pleading  has 

pired. 


It  is  also  further  ordered,  that  on  and  after  the  first 
day  of  next  Easter  Term,  every  motion  for  judgment 
against  the  casual  ejector  in  ejectment  in  London  and 
Middlesex,  may  be  made  on  any  day  during  the  Term. 

N.  C.  TiNDAL. 

J.  A.  Park. 

J,  B.  Bosanquet* 
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W  HERE  AS  by  the  practice  of  this  Court  in  all  actions         1838* 
of  ejectment,  it  is  necessary  that  the  plea  and  consent  rule 
should  be  filed  at  the  chambers  of  one  of  the  Judges  of 
the  same  Court. 

It  is  hereby  ordered,  that  from  and  after  the  last  day 
of  this  present  Term  the  said  practice  be  discontinued »  and 
in  all  such  actions,  the  plea  with  the  consent  rule  annexed 
thereto,  be  delivered  in  like  manner  as  pleas  in  other 
actions,  the  defendant's  appearance  being  first  entered  with 
the  proper  officer  as  heretofore. 

(Signed)        DeKman. 

J.  LirTLEDALE. 

J.  Patteson. 
J.  Williams. 
J.  T.  Coleridge. 


Esdaile  and  Others  v.  Davis* 

K^ROWDER  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  obtained  Whereadefen- 
by  Heaion  for  discharging  the  defendant  out  of  custody,  in  execution  on 
on  the  ground  of  a  defect  in  the  testatum  ca.  sa.,  on  which  fn^uiy^isss 

it  is  too  late  for 
him  to  object  that  there  was  no  indorsement  on  tlie  writ  of  his  residence,  pursuant  to  H.  T.  2  & 
3  Geo.  4,  K.  B.,  on  the  first  day  of  H.  T.  1838,  although  he  swears  that  he  was  not  aware  of 
the  defect  until  a  short  time  before  the  application,  as  he  was  bound  to  be  aware  of  the  defect  as 
soon  as  he  was  aware  of  the  proceeding  in  which  the  defect  aroic. 

Quaere,  whether  the  above  indorsement  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  sheriff,  or  of  the  defendant  also? 

The  oiiii»«iun  of  an  original  ca.  sa.  is  no  objection  to  a  test.  ca.  sa.,  which  has  been  issued  with* 
out  tile  foiuier  writ,  altituugh  issued  af\er  an  application  ia  made  to  set  aside  the  test.  ca.  sa. 
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1838.  the  defendant  had  been  taken  in  execution.  The  defect 
alleged  was,  that  no  statement  of  the  defendant's  residence 
had  been  indorsed  on  the  writ.  The  defendant  was  ar- 
rested in  the  month  of  July,  1833,  and  the  rule  nisi  was 
obtained  in  the  present  term.  The  application  was,  there- 
forej  too  late.  The  objection  was  founded  on  an  alleged 
irregularity,  and  therefore  the  defendant  ought  to  have 
come  promptly  to  the  Court.  But  the  description  of  the 
defendant  to  be  indorsed  on  the  process  was  a  mere  matter 
of  direction  to  the  sheriff,  and  for  his  benefit  only.  The 
case  of  Clarke  v.  Palmer  (d),  appeared  an  authority  to  that 
effect.  In  Kenrick  v.  Nanney  (6),  the  Court  held  that  the 
sheriff  is  not  bound  to  execute  bailable  process  on  which 
the  place  of  abode  and  addition  of  the  defendant  are  not 
indorsed,  although,  at  the  time  of  receiving  the  process, 
he  made  no  objection  to  the  want  of  indorsement.  The 
defendant,  therefore,  had  no  right  to  avail  himself  of  this 
objection.  Another  objection  was,  that  no  original  writ 
of  ca.  sa.  had  been  sued  out  to  warrant  the  issue  of  the 
testatum  ca.  sa.  This  objection  was  perfectly  untenable, 
because  an  original  writ  of  ca.  sa.  might  be  issued  at  any 
time  after  the  testatum  ca.  sa.  had  been  executed.  The 
case  of  Davidson  v.  Dunne  (c),  was  a  direct  authority  to 
that  effect.  The  Court  there  said,  ''  Afler  the  testatum 
has  issued,  the  original  ca.  sa.  is  a  mere  formal  process 
giving  no  information  to  the  parties.**  The  case  of  Con- 
stable V.  Fothergill(d),  decided  that  after  the  lapse  of  two 
terms  the  Court  will  not  discharge  a  d^endant  out  of 
custody  on  the  ground  that  bis  addition  and  place  of  abode 
are  not  indorsed  upon  the  writ  of  ca.  sa.  Here,  how- 
ever, several  years  had  elapsed  since  the  defendant  was 
taken  in  execution  on  the  writ  of  ca.  sa.  The  application, 
therefore,  was  unquestionably  too  lute. 

(a)  9  B.  &  C.  153.  (c)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  119. 

{b)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  68.  (d)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  691. 


E 
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Heaion,  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended  that  the         1838. 
original  ca.  sa.  not  having  been  issued  in  the  present  case       ^   ^ 
until  after  the  rule  had  been  obtained  on  the  part  of  the         _  * 
defendant,  it  was  clearly  too  late  to  support  the  testatum 
ca.  sa. 

PattesoN)  J. —  I  think  the  case  of  Davidson  v.  Dunne^ 
is  decisive  against  that  objection. 

Heaton  then  produced  an  affidaviti  in  which  it  was  sworn 
that  the  defendant  was  unaware  of  the  defect  until  a  very 
short  time  previous  to  the  apphcation.  The  defendant, 
therefore,  could  not  be  considered  as  guilty  of  laches  in 
not  taking  advantage  of  the  objection,  since  a  man  could 
not  waive  an  objection  of  which  he  was  unaware.  Then, 
with  respect  to  the  right  of  the  defendant  to  take  ad  van- 
tage  of  it :  in  the  case  of  Constable  v.  FothergiU,  the 
case  last  cited  on  the  other  side,  Mr.  Justice  Patteson 
said,  "  I  do  not  adopt  the  argument  that  the  rule  was 
made  for  the  benefit  of  the  sheriff."  He  then  cited  Rice 
V.  Huxley  (a),  in  which  it  was  held,  that  if  the  place  of  resi- 
dence of  the  defendant  is  not  inserted  in  the  writ  of  capias, 
it  may  be  set  aside  at  the  instance  of  the  defendant,  though 
bis  residence  is  stated  in  the  copy  of  the  writ ;  and  Rolfe 
V.  Swain  (&),  which  was  a  case  where  the  defendant  was 
described  in  the  capias  as  a  clerk  in  the  army  pay  office, 
at  Somerset  House,  the  Court  held  the  description  insuf- 
ficient, and  set  aside  the  writ. 

Cur.  ndv.  vult. 

Patteson,  J. — This  was  a  motion  to  discbarge  the  de* 
fendant  out  of  custody,  on  the  ground  that  the  writ  of 
testatum  ca.  sa.,  on  which  he  was  taken  in  execution,  was 
not  indorsed  with  his  residence*     The  question  was,  whe- 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  231.  (6}  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  106. 
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\S:\S,  ther  the  role  of  court  as  to  the  imlorsement  of  the  defend- 
ant's  residence  was  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  sheriff  only, 
or  whether  the  defendant  is  at  liberty  to  set  aside  the  writ 
on  account  of  an  omission  in  that  respect.  Several  cases 
were  cited,  in  which  it  was  intimated  that  the  indorsement 
was  for  the  benefit  of  tlie  sheriff  only.  I  do  not  wish  to 
express  any  opinion  on  that  point,  but  it  strikes  me  that 
all  the  arguments  adduced  from  the  Uniformity  of  Process 
Act  are  not  very  applicable,  on  account  of  the  distinction 
which  exists  between  mesne  and  final  process.  In  the 
species  of  process  provided  by  that  act,  it  is  required  that 
the  indorsement  should  be  made,  in  order  to  enable  the 
defendant  to  see  that  he  is  the  person  intended.  But  in 
the  instance  of  a  ca.  sa.  it  is  quite  different,  because  there, 
the  proceedings  have  been  going  on  along  time,  and  there- 
fore he  cannot  have  any  doubt  that  he  is  the  person  in- 
tended. I  only  say  this,  lest  it  might  be  thought  that  I 
acceded  to  the  arguments  drawn  from  the  Uniformity  of 
Process  Act.  But  that  point  is  not  necessary  for  me  to 
determine,  as  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  application  is  too 
late.  The  rule  was  obtained  in  Hilary  Term,  and  I  will 
assume  that  it  was  obtained  on  the  first  day,  and  he  has  re- 
mained in  prison  ever  since  the  1st  July,  1833.  The  rule 
is,  that  a  party  shall  not  be  permitted  to  take  advantage 
of  an  irregularity,  and  this  is  merel}  an  irregularity,  after 
so  long  a  lapse  of  time.  There  are  cases,  where  it  is  laid 
down,  that  a  man  cannot  waive  an  irregularity  if  he  do  not 
know  of  it.  But  the  rule  is,  that  when  he  does  know  of 
it,  he  must  apply  promptly.  What  is  meant  by  the  rule, 
that  he  is  bound  to  come  promptly,  is,  that  he  is  bound  to 
come  promptly  after  he  knows  of  the  proceeding  in  which 
the  supposed  irregularity  exists,  and  not  after  he  knows 
of  the  irregularity  itself.  A  man  is  bound  to  know  of 
every  proceeding  taken  again^^t  him,  and  if  there  be  any 
error  in  it  he  ought  to  ascertain  that  error;  he  cannot  be 
beard  to  say  that  he  did  not  know  of  it.     In  one  case,  a 
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judgment  was  signed  against  a  man,  and  it  was  said  that 
he  was  not  bound  to  come  to  the  Court  until  he  knew  of 
the  judgment,  but  that  does  not  mean  that  he  was  not 
bound  to  know  of  every  irregularity  in  the  judgment  itself. 
That  appears  to  me  to  be  the  explanation  of  several  dicta 
in  different  cases,  where  it  seems,  from  the  facts,  that  it 
was  supposed  a  man  was  not  aware  of  the  proceeding, 
and  consequently  not  aware  of  the  defect,  and  thus  was 
not  bound  to  come  to  the  Court  until  he  was  aware  of  it. 
But  a  man  is  aware  of  a  ca.  sn.  being  sued  out  against 
him,  and  be  is  therefore  bound  to  be  aware  of  any  defects 
existing  in  the  process.  I  think,  under  these  circum- 
stances, this  rule  should  be  discharged,  and  with  costs, 
because  it  was  moved  with  costs.  I  shall  not  decide  the 
other  point,  as  to  whether  the  direction  be  for  the  benefit 
of  the  sheriff  or  not. 

Rule  discharged  with  costs. 


1838. 


Doe  d.  Simpson  v.  Rob. 

€m'UNNING  moved,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  for  a 
rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  declaration  in  this  case  should 
not  be  set  aside,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  attor- 
ney's name  in  it. 

Patteson,  J. — If  the  tenant  has  appeared,  the  objec- 
tion is  cured.  If  he  has  not  appeared,  he  cannot  be  ad- 
mitted to  take  the  objection.  The  rule  now  sought  to  be 
obtained  cannot  therefore  be  granted. 

Rule  refubcd. 


It  is  no  ob- 
jection to  a 
declaration  in 
ejectment,  that 
no  attorney's 
name  has  been 
introduced  into 
it 
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If  the  attorney 
of  the  party 
who  has  sub- 
pcenaed  a  wit- 
ness gives  him 
leave  to  be  ab- 
sent until  a  par- 
ticular time, 
and  in  the 
interim,  the 
cause  is  called 
on  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the 
witness,  the 
latter  is  not 
liable  to  an  at- 
tachment for  a 
contempt. 


Farraii  V.  Keat. 

%^HANDLESS  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi,  ob- 
tained by  Dowling  for  an  attachment  against  a  person 
named  Farr,  for  an  alleged  contempt  committed  by  him 
in  not  attending  at  the  assizes  at  Hertford,  pursuant  to 
his  subpoena.  In  answer  to  the  rule,  an  affidavit  was 
sworn  by  Farr,  in  which  he  stated,  that  he  had  attended 
the  assize  town,  on  the  commission  day,  and  seen  the  at- 
torney for  the  plaintiff  on  whose  behalf  the  subpoena  had 
been  served.  The  attorney  then  told  Farr,  that  the 
cause  would  not  come  on  before  twelve  o'clock  on  the 
following  day,  and  therefore  he  need  not  be  in  Court  until 
that  time.  In  consequence  of  this  suggestion,  he  had  not 
come  into  Court  until  half-past  eleven  on  the  following 
day.  He  then  ascertained  that  the  cause  had  been  called 
on  at  ten  o'clock,  and  disposed  of,  before  he  came  into 
Court.  Under  these  circumstances  Chandless  submitted, 
that  the  application  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  had  been 
fully  answered. 


Dowling,  in  support  of  the  rule,  submitted  that  the  wit- 
ness was  bound  to  attend  the  Court  according  to  the  exi- 
gency of  the  writ  of  subpoena,  and  not  having  done  so,  he 
was  guilty  of  a  contempt.  He  cited  Barrow  v.  Humphreys 
(a),  in  which  Abbot,  C.  J.  observed,  "  adverting  to  the 
form  of  the  subpoena,  which  commands  the  witness  to  be 
before  the  Court  on  a  given  day,  it  does  seem  to  me  at 
present,  that  if  a  party  forbears  to  attend,  in  obedience  to 
it  at  the  assizes,  he  is  in  contempt.*' 

Coleridge,  J. — But  here,  the  supposed  contempt  is  ex- 
plained.   The  act  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  in  giving  him 


(a)  3  B.  &  Aid.  598. 
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leave  to  be  absent  at  the  time  at  which  it  appears  the         1838. 
cause  came  on,  I  think  dispensed  with  the  attendance  of 
the  witness,  so  as  to  prevent  his  non-attendance  from 
being  a  contempt.     The  present  rule  must  therefore  be 
discharged,  and  with  costs. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 


Cheesewright  v.  Franks. 

xJTURNE  Y  moved  for  leave  to  issue  execution  on  a  judg-  Where  the 
ment  obtained  in  the  Mayor's  Court  of  the  city  of  London.  ^n"in  «fin- 
The  application  was  made  under  the  19  Geo.  3,  c.  TO,  s.  4,  f«"or  court  hat 

*^  *^  ^  \  been  dei troyed 

on  account  of  the  defendant  having  removed  himself  and  by  fire,  the 

1  •  1  X     r  ai       •      •    T   X-  A  !•     •.  •  .     1  •       Court  will  allow 

his  goods  out  of  the  jurisdiction.     A  peculiarity  existed  in  execution  to  be 
the  present  case,  that  the  original  judgment  in  the  cause  '""^^d^*^' 
had  been  destroyed  by  the   late   fire  in  the  Royal  Ex-  ofthe judgment, 
change.     It  was  consequently  impossible,  according  to  the 
usual  practice,  to  remove  the  original  judgment     The 
question   therefore  was,  whether  the  execution  could  be 
issued  on  a  verified  copy  of  the  judgment. 

Williams,  J. — I  think,  that  under  the  peculiar  circum- 
stances, you  may  have  your  rule,  and  issue  your  execution 
on  the  verified  copy  of  the  judgment. 

Rule  granted. 


Doe  d.  Cox  v.  Brown. 

rVlGHTMAN  shevred  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  ob-  Onanappilca- 
tained  by  W.  //.  Watson,  calling  upon  the  lessor  of  the  7°Geo."2*c.  20, 
plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why,  upon  payment  of  all  the  prin-  ••  ^^''Jl^^*^'^" 
cipal  monies  due,  and  interest  on  the  mortgage,  and  also  ly  shews  him- 

lelf  to  have  be- 
come the  de- 
fendant in  ilic  action  of  ejectment,  by  swearing  "  ihat  he  had  entered  the  usual  appearance," 
without  proceeding  to  state  that  he  had  entered  into  the  consent  rule. 
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1838.  costs  to  be  ascertained  by  the  Master,  the  same  sboultl 
not  be  taken  to  be  in  full  satisraction  and  discharge  of  the 
mortgage ;  and  why  the  mortgagee  should  not  reconvey 
the  mortgaged  premises,  and  deliver  up  all  deeds,  &c., 
relating  to  the  title  thereof  to  the  mortgagor.  This  was 
an  application  under  the  7  Geo.  2,  c.SO,  s.  1,  by  which  it 
was  provided,  that  '*  if  the  person  having  a  right  to  redeem 
shall,  at  any  time  pending  the  action,  pay  to  the  mortgagee, 
or  in  case  of  his  refusal,  bring  into  Court,  all  the  principal 
monies  and  interest  due  on  the  mortgage,  and  also  costs 
to  be  ascertained  and  computed  by  the  Court,  or  proper 
officer  appointed  for  that  purpose,  the  same  shall  be 
deemed  and  taken  to  be  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge 
of  the  mortgages  ;  and  the  Court  shall  discharge  the  mort- 
gagor of  and  from  the  same  accordingly,  and  compel  the 
morgagee,  by  rule,  to  reconvey  the  mortgaged  premises, 
and  deliver  up  all  deeds,  &c.,  relating  to  the  title  thereof, 
to  the  mortgagor,  or  to  such  other  person  as  he  shall 
nominate  or  appoint.*'  The  words  of  the  section  were 
*'  pending  the  action;"  and  in  Doe  d.  Hurst  y.ClifiOfi  (a), 
it  was  held,  that ''  a  mortgagor,  in  order  to  entitle  himself  to 
the  benefit,  in  a  court  of  law,  of  statute  7  Geo.  2,  c.  20,  s.  1 , 
must  become  a  defendant  in  the  action  of  ejectment ;  and 
where  he  is  not  such  defendant,  the  Court  will  not  inter- 
fere, either  under  the  statute,  or  in  the  exercise  of  its 
general  power  over  actions  in  the  Court.**  The  question 
then  was,  whether  the  mortgagor  in  the  present  case,  had 
become  defendant  in  the  action.  It  was  submitted  that  he 
bad  not.  All  that  was  sworn  in  the  affidavit  was,  "  that 
he  had  entered  the  usual  appearance.**  This  was  not 
sufficient,  because  a  party  could  not  become  defendant  in 
an  action  of  ejectment,  without  entering  into  the  consent 
rule.  Nothing  appeared  in  the  affidavit  to  shew,  that  he 
had  entered  into  the  consent  rule.     Not  having  entered 

(a)  4  Ad.  &  £1.  814. 
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into  the  consent  rule,  be  was  not  a  defendant,  and  there-         1838. 
fore  was  not  entitled  to  avail  himself  of  this  statute. 

IV,  H.  Watson^  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended,  that 
enough  was  shewn  on  the  face  of  this  affidavit,  to  prove  to 
the  Court,  that  the  uiortgagor  had  become  the  defendant 
in  the  action.  It  was  sworn  ''  that  he  had  entered  the 
usual  appearance,*'  which  must  be  taken  to  mean,  that  he 
had  entered  an  appearance  according  to  the  practice  of 
the  Court,  inclusive  of  entering  into  the  consent  rule. 

Williams,  J. — (After  consulting  Master  Bunce.)  The 
Master  tells  me,  that  the  two  actsof  entering  into  the  consent 
rule,  and  entering  the  appearance,  are  almost  contempo- 
raneous acts.  As  it  is  not  sworn  that  the  mortgagor  has 
not  entered  into  the  consent  rule,  I  must  presume  the 
proper  steps  have  been  taken  in  order  to  render  the 
mortgagor  the  defendant  in  the  action,  according  to  the 
regular  practice  of  the  Court.  I  think,  therefore,  the 
present  rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


Handford  v.  Handford. 
JlCOSS  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  obtained  by  R.  It  u  no  ob- 

o  •  •  •  jection  to  a 

V.  Richards,  either  for  setting  aside  the  verdict  found  in  rerdict  that  no 
favour  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  amount  of  2/.  13*.  and  enter-  jj^n^adj^ 
inc  a  nonsuit,  or  obtaining  a  new  trial,  or  for  an  arrest  of  |f  there  ban 

o  9  ^  »  "&c"atthe 

judgment.     The  cause  was  an  issue  tried  before  the  Judge  end  of  the  re- 
of  the  Palace  Court.     The  first  objection  was,  that  the      it  is  a  ground 
plaintiff,  in  taking  issue  on  the  first  of  the  two  pleas,  had  [ul^i^t"'^  ^ 
not  added  the  similiter  for  the  defendant.  verdict  on  a 

writ  of  trial, 
if  that  part  of 

the  form  giren  by  the  rules  of  H.  T.  4  Will.  4,  which  givei  jurisdiction  to  inferior  courts  to  try 

issues  from  the  superior  ones,  is  omitted. 
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1838.  R.  V.  Richards  admitted  that  he  could  not  support  that 

^     objection,  as  an  *^  &c."  had  been  added  to  the  replica- 
V.  tion  (a). 

Haudford. 

Ross. — The  second  objection  was,  that  the  writ  of  trial 
omitted  any  reference  to  the  amount  of  the  debt  to  be  re- 
covered in  the  action,  and  consequently  it  did  not  appear 
that  the  Palace  Court  had  jurisdiction  to  try  the  cause* 
In  the  form  of  the  writ  of  trial  given  by  the  Pleading 
Rules,  4  Will.  4  (b),  the  words  were  after  the  statement  of 
the  joinder  of  issue,  "  and  forasmuch  as  the  sum  sought 
to  be  recovered  in  this  suit,  and  indorsed  on  the  said  writ 
of  summons,  does  not  exceed  201,^  hereupon,'*  &c.  In  the 
present  instance,  the  only  words  introduced  into  the  writ 
of  trial  were  "  forasmuch,  &c.,**  without  any  reference  to 
the  sum  sought  to  be  recovered  in  the  action.  This,  it 
was  submitted,  was  an  immaterial  omission  which  the 
practice  justified,  and  which  it  was  now  too  late  to  make 
the  subject  of  an  objection.  The  third  objection  was, 
that  there  was  a  variance  between  the  declaration  and  the 
evidence.  The  declaration  was,  for  goods  sold  and  deli- 
vered to  the  defendant.  The  proof  was,  that  they  were 
delivered  to  another  person  by  the  direction  of  the  defend- 
ant. A  delivery  to  a  particular  person,  by  the  direction 
of  another,  was  in  point  of  law  a  delivery  to  that  other. 
Had  any  point  of  this  sort  been  taken  at  the  trial,  and 
attempted  to  be  enforced,  the  Judge  would,  as  a  matter  of 
course,  have  directed  the  record  to  be  amended.  No 
such  objection  however  was  enforced,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
it  was  waived.  Under  these  circumstances,  it  was  con* 
tended,  that  the  present  rule  ought  to  be  discharged. 

(a)    See  Swain  and  Others   v.      v.  Finch,  id.  313. 
Lewis,  ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  700;  Siboni         (b)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  329. 
V.  Kirkman,  ante,  p.  98;  and  Brook 
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R.  V.RichardSf  in  support  of  the  rule,  cited,  as  to  the         1838. 
last  pointy  the  case  of  Ramsden  v.  Ambrose  (a),  the  mar-     hahdfob© 
ffinal  note  of  which  was,  *'  where  husband  and  wife  live  '* 

separate,  cannot  declare  for  her  board  as  for  meat  and 
drink  for  him  found  and  provided."  With  respect  to  the 
second  point,  in  consequence  of  the  omission  which  was 
the  subject  of  objection  in  the  writ  of  trial,  the  form  given 
by  the  rule  of  Court  sufficiently  shewed  that  the  plaintiff 
was  irregular  in  his  proceedings.  By  the  omission  in 
question,  it  appeared  that  the  proceedings  before  the 
Palace  Court  were  perfectly  unauthorized.  Without  the 
provisions  of  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  the  inferior  court 
referred  to  had  no  jurisdiction  to  try  this  issue ;  unless, 
therefore,  it  appeared  by  the  proceedings  that  they  took 
place  under  the  authority  of  the  statute,  they  were  entirely 
coram  non  judice. 

CoLEuiDOE,  J. — Upon  the  first  point,  I  should  certainly 
not  have  disturbed  the  verdict.  As  to  the  last,  it  is  enough 
to  say,  without  entering  into  the  cases,  that  a  delivery  to 
one  by  the  direction  of  another,  is  the  same  as  a  delivery 
to  the  latter.  Now,  with  regard  to  the  second  point. 
The  power  to  issue  the  writ  of  trial  is  a  limited  authority, 
and  the  rule  of  Court  has  directed  by  its  form,  that  re- 
ference should  be  made  to  the  authority  which  gives 
jurisdiction  to  the  inferior  court.  It  is  not,  therefore,  like 
the  ordinary  case  of  a  venire  at  the  end  of  an  ordinary 
record,  where  omissions  are  frequent;  for  here,  the  whole 
of  that  which  gives  jurisdiction  to  the  Court  has  been 
omitted.  It  is  sworn,  that  this  is  the  form  adopted  by 
attorneys  in  practice.  But  I  am  informed  by  the  officer 
of  the  Court  that  such  is  not  the  practice,  for  that  there 
is  an  additional  amount  of  folios  altered  on  taxation  for  the 
substance  of  the  writ  as  given  in  the  form.     If  such  a 

(a)  1  Str.  127. 
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1838.  practice  has   ever  prevailed   amongst   any    persons,   the 

'  sooner  it  is  abolished  the  better.     I  think  the  rule  ousht 

Handford  ^  ^  ^  ^    ^ 

V-  to  be  absolute  for  arresting  the  judgment  on  this  point. 
Handford. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 


White  v.  Cameron. 

It  is  not  a  suf-  JE  HEOBALD  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  obtained 

piiance  with  hy  Price  for  discharging  the  defendant  out  of  custody,  on 

H^%  will  4  ^'^®  ground  of  a  noncompliance  with  1  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T. 

1. 72,  that  an  2  Will.  4,  8.  72  (a),  by  which  it  was  ordered   that  **  no 

attorney  should  o         •     i 

be  named  by  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess  judgment,  or  cognovit  ac- 

and  adopted' by  tioncm,  given  by  any  person  in  custody  of  the  sheriff  or 

i***  ^*tod^*"*  other  officer  upon  mesne  process,  shall  be  of  any  forcci 

mesne  process,  unless  there  be  present  some  attorney  on  behalf  of  such 

when  czecutinff 

a  warrant  of       person  in  custody,  expressly  named  by  him,  and  attending 
attorney.  ^^  j^jg  request  to  inform  him  of  the  nature  and  effect  of 

such  warrant  or  cognovit  before  the  same  is  executed, 
which  attorney  shall  subscribe  his  name  as  a  witness  to 
the  due  execution  thereof,  and  declare  himself  to  be  the 
attorney  for  the  defendant,  and  state  that  he  subscribes 
as  such  attorney.*'  It  appeared  by  the  affidavits  in  the 
present  case,  that  the  defendant  had  been  arrested  on 
mesne  process,  and  while  in  custody  had  proposed  to  give 
a  warrant  of  attorney.  The  plaintiff,  who  was  present, 
named  a  particular  attorney  to  act  on  behalf  of  the  defen* 
dant,  and  the  latter  accordingly  adopted  him.  This,  it  was 
submitted,  was  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  rule  of  Court. 
The  object  of  the  rule  was,  that  a  defendant  in  custody 
should  have  the  assistance  of  a  legal  adviser ;  no  matter 
whence  the  attorney  came,  or  who  happened  to  mention 


(a)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  192. 
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him,  provided  the  defendant  treated  him  as  his  attorney.         1838. 
The  mere  circumstance  of  his  name  being  mentioned  by 
the  plaintiff  could  not  prevent  the  defendant  from  obtain- 
ing all  the  protection  which  the  rule  of  Court  intended  to 
bestow. 

Price  supported  the  rule,  and  was  stopped  by  the 
Court. 

Williams,  J. — The  case  of  Fisher  v.  Nicholas  (a)  i» 
exactly  in  point.  There,  it  was  held  that  it  must  ex- 
pressly appear  that  the  attorney,  who  attended  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant,  did  so  at  his  request,  and  was  named  by 
him,  otherwise  the  Court  will  set  it  aside.  In  the  case  of 
Walker  v.  Gardner  (6),  Mr.  Justice  Taunton  referred  with 
approbation,  to  what  was  observed  by  Lord  Kenyan,  in 
the  case  of  Hutson  v.  Hutson  (c).  His  Lordship's  remark 
was,  ''  there  is  great  weight  in  the  observation  made  by 
counsel  in  support  of  the  rule,  that  the  defendant,  under 
pressure  of  an  arrest,  ought  to  be  considered  incapable 
of  waiving  the  benefit  of  this  rule,  and  that,  at  all  events, 
and  in  all  cases,  he  should  be  protected  by  the  advice  of 
an  attorney  expressly  attending  for  him.*'  These  cases 
shew,  that  the  mere  nomination  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
adoption  by  the  defendant  is  not  a  substantial  compliance 
with  the  rule.  Under  these  circumstances,  I  think  that 
the  present  rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute,  with  costs. 

Rule  absolute,  with  costs. 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  261.  (6)  4  B.  &  Ad.  371. 

(c)  7  T.  R.  7. 


VOL.  VI,  K  K  D,  P.  C. 
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1838. 

Grantley  «.  Summers. 
inordertoriga     |k\  WJtL  LI  A  MS  SippMed^  on  the  10th  of  May,  to  enter 

Judgment  OD  an  ...  ,_  _  r«^,  , 

old  warrant  of  up  judgment  on  an  old  warrant  of  attorney.  The  mode 
guScient  in"  *"  which  it  was  shewn  that  the  defendant  was  still  alive, 
gnpportofan       ^as  by  a  letter  dated   the  27th  of  April,  from  Nice,  in 

application  on  "  '^ 

the  lOth  of  Italy. 

May,  to  pro- 

from  the  de.  Wii:<LiAM8,  J. — I  think  that  is  sufficient* 

fendant,  dated 

the  27th  of  Rule  granted. 

April,  at  Nice.  ....^-^ 


The  14  Oeo.i, 


DbE  d.  Berger  r.  Docker* 

JjLALCOMB  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  for  judgment, 
5*  J^'  ^Hm  ^  ^^  ^^^®  ^^  ^  nonsuit.  It  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  and 
case  of  a  non-  although  he  had  examined  the  authorities,  he  had  not  been 
action!  of  eject-  able  to  discover  any  case  in  which  it  had  been  held,  that 
S^tooA^^***  the  14  Geo.  2,  c.  17,  which  entitled  defendants  to  obtain, 
acdont.  in  Certain  cases,  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  applied 

to  actions  of  ejectment.  All  the  cases  in  which  he  had 
found  discussions,  with  respect  to  such  a  judgment^ 
were  of  personal  and  not  mixed  actions.  It  was  a  matter 
of  doubt,  therefore,  whether  the  defendant  was  entitled 
to  obtain  his  rule  in  the  present  case. 

'  Coleridge,  J. — The  words  of  the  act  of  Parliament 
are,  "  where  any  issue  is  or  shall  be  joined,  in  any  action 
or  suit  at  law,  in  any  of  his  Majesty's  Courts  of  Record  at 
Westminster."  The  action  in  ejectment  is  an  action  at 
law,  and  it  appears  that  issue  was  joined  in  it  in  the  pre- 
sent case.  I  think,  therefore,  that  it  is  within  the  statute. 
The  practice  has  always  certainly  been  to  treat  actions  of 
ejectment  as  within  the  statute. 

The  rule  was  afterwards  discharged  on  a  peremptory 
undertaking. 
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Doe  d.  Frodsham  v.  Roe. 

jlCYLAND  moTed  for  judgment  against  the  casual  ejec-  Semcein  eject- 
tor.  There  was  some  difficulty  with  respect  to  the  day  on  Jbeda^inter^ 
which   the   service   took  place.     The  service  had  been  ▼eniy  betweeo 

*^  the  Thanday 

effected  on  the  daughter  of  the  tenant  in  possession^  and  next  beforehand 
an  acknowledgment  had  afterwards  been  received,  that  neztmfter  Batter 
the  declaration  had  come  into  the  hands  of  the  tenant  on  fon'^JaJj^****^ 
the  16th  of  April.     The  question  was,  whether  this  ser-  Eatier  Term, 
vice  was  in  sufficient  time.     By  1 1  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4f, 
c.  70,  8. 6f  Easter  Term  was  made  to  commence  on  the 
15th  of  April,  and  it  was  further  provided,  by  that  section^ 
''  that  if  the  whole  or  any  number  of  the  days  intervening 
between  the  Thursday  before,  and   the  Wednesday  next 
after  Easter  day  shall  fall  within  Easter  Term,  there  shall 
be  no  sittings  in  banc  on  any  such  intervening  days,  but 
the  term  shall  in  such  case  be  prolonged  and  continued 
for  such  number  of  days  of  business  as  shall   be  equal  to 
the   number  of  the  intervening  days  before  mentioned, 
exclusive  of  Easter  day,  and  the  commencement  of  the 
ensuing  Trinity  Term  shall  in  such  case  be  postponed, 
and  its  continuance  prolonged  for  an   equal  number. o£ 
days  of  business."    Then,  by  I  Will.  4,  c.  3,  s.  3,  it  was 
enacted,  **  that  in  case  any  of  the  days  between  the  Thurs- 
day before  and  the  Wednesday  next  after  Easter,  shall 
fall  within  Easter  Term,  then  such   days  shall  be  deemed 
and  taken  to  be  a  part  of  such  term,  although  there  shall 
be  no  sittings  in  banc  on  any  of  such  intervening  days.'' 
Then,  by  Reg.  Gen.  Easter  Term,  2  Will.  4  (a),  it  was 
ordered,  ^*  that  the  days  between  the  Thursday  next  be- 
fore, and  the  Wednesday  next  after  Easter  day,  shall  not 
be  reckoned  or  included  in  any  rules,  or  notices,  or  other 
proceedings,  except  notices  of  trial  and  notices  of  inquiry, 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  I,  p.  423. 
kk2 
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1838.  in  any  of  the  courts  of  law  at  Westminster."  From  the 
construction  to  be  put  upon  that  rule,  connected  with  the 
two  acts  of  Parliament,  it  was  submitted,  that  the  service 
in  the  present  case  was  sufficient. 

Coleridge,  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  there  has  been 
no  sufficient  service  in  this  case.  The  rule  of  court  does 
not  affisct  a  proceeding  in  ejectment.  The  I  Will.  4,  c.  3, 
s.  3,  renders  the  day  in  question  a  part  of  Easter  Term, 
and  as  the  practice  of  the  Court  renders  it  necessary,  that 
the  declaration  should  be  served  previous  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  term,  this  cannot  be  considered  as  an 
adequate  service. 

Rule  refused. 


Argent  v*  Reynolds. 
Iftheterrice       JE^^COCJ^  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  obtained 

of  a  writ  o(  ^  ,  •!•  '  n  •/» 

summons  is  by  Perry ^  for  setting  aside  the  service  of  a  writ  of  sum- 
tosSTwiide both  <nons,  and  the  copy  thereof,  on  the  ground  of  irregula- 
Th**"ri^<r^^  rity.  The  alleged  irregularity  was,  ttiat  the  defendant 
not  require  too     was  described  as  of  Ongar,  in  Essex,  and  he  was  served 

with  the  process  in  the  city  of  London.  Peacock  admit- 
ted that  the  service  was  irregular,  but  he  submitted  that 
the  rule  asked  for  too  much,  as  it  sought  to  set  aside  the 
copy  of  the  writ,  whereas  only  the  service  was  irregular. 
He  cited  Huggett  v.  Parkin  (a),  the  marginal  note  of 
which  was,  '^  if  a  party  incurs  the  expense  of  resisting  a 
rule  to  quash  a  writ  for  irregularity,  and  it  turns  out  that 
the  irregularity  is  not  in  the  writ,  but  only  in  the  service, 
the  Court  will  discharge  the  rule  with  costs.  On  the 
authority  of  this  case,  it  was  submitted  that  the  present 
rule  having  asked  for  too  much,'ought  to  be  discharged  in 
a  similar  manner. 

(a)  1  Bing.  65. 
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Perry ^  in  support  of  the  rule,  distinguished  the  present 
case  from  the  one  cited,  because  there,  the  writ  remained 
good,  ahhough  the  copy  might  be  bad  ;  but  here,  if  the 
service  were  set  aside,  the  copy  was  a  mere  nullity.  It 
could  not  therefore  be  said,  that  too  much  was  asked, 
when  that  which  was  alleged  to  be  the  excess^  was  only 
the  result  of  succeeding  on  the  first  part  of  the  rule. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Williams,  J. — I  took  time  to  consider  the  objection 
which  was  raised  in  this  case  to  the  form  of  the  rule,  as  it 
was  said  that  too  much  was  asked.  It  was  contended, 
that  as  there  was  nothing  wrong  in  the  copy  of  the  writ, 
but  merely  in  the  service,  the  application  should  have  been 
confined  to  the  latter.  The  case  of  Huggett  v.  Parkin 
was  relied  on,  and  there  are  other  cases  to  the  same  effect. 
But  there,  the  objection  was,  that  the  writ  was  right,  and 
only  the  service  was  wrong.  But  in  the  present  case^ 
there  is  nothing  at  all  right,  for  if  the  service  is  set  aside, 
the  copy  falls  with  it.  That  was  only  the  mode  in  which 
the  service  was  effected.  The  rule  being  to  set  aside  both 
service  and  copy  does  not,  in  my  opinion,  ask  too  much. 
The  present  rule  must  therefore  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 
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1838. 


Magos  v.  Yorston. 

x^HANNELL  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  obtained  by  Where  an  or- 
Busby ,  for  setting  aside  a  judgment  signed  pursuant  to  directs  "that 
an  award.  The  cause  had  been  referred  by  a  Judge's  |J?h(»rfHTour 
order,  the  important  passages  of  which  were,  "that  the  the  award  shall 

*^  '^  ^  be  made,  shall 

costs  of  the  said  cause,  and  of  the  reference  and  award  be  at  liberty  to 

sign  final  judg- 
ment for  the 
amount  which  shall  be  payable  thereunder,  and  tax  hb  costs,  and  issue  execution  thereon  for  such 
amount,  together  with  such  costs  so  to  be  taxed,"  and  the  award  is  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  the 
latter  may  sign  judgment  for  his  costs. 
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1638.  shall  abide  the  event  of  the  said  award ;"  it  then  pro- 
ceeded in  a  subsequent  part,  **  that  the  party  in  whose 
favour  such  award  shall  be  madci  shall  be  at  liberty  to 
sign  final  judgment  for  the  amount  which  shall  be  payable 
thereunder,  and  tax  his  costs,  and  issue  execution  thereon 
for  such  amount,  together  with  such  costs  so  to  be  taxed 
as  aforesaid,  any  time  after  the  expiration  of  six  weeks 
from  the  date  of  such  award.**  The  arbitrator  to  whom 
the  cause  was  referred,  decided  in  favour  of  the  defend- 
ant>  and  the  latter  signed  judgment  for  his  costs.  It  was 
submitted,  that  the  defendant  was  perfectly  regular  in 
taking  this  course.  The  clear  intention  of  the  parties 
was  by  the  order  of  reference,  that  the  remedy  should  be 
mutual.  If  the  arbitrator's  award  should  be  in  favour  of 
the  plaintiff,  then  he  would  be  entitled  to  sign  his  judg- 
ment for  the  sum  awarded  in  his  favour,  as  well  as  his 
costs.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  award  should  be  in 
favour  of  the  defendant,  the  latter  should  be  entitled  to 
sign  judgment  for  his  costs. 

Busbi/f  in  support  of  the  rule,  submitted  that  the 
terms  of  the  reference  did  not  authorize  the  defendant 
to  sign  judgment  for  his  costs,  in  case  of  the  award  being 
in  his  favour.  By  the  terms  of  the  order,  the  power  to 
sign  judgment  for  costs  was  confined  to  the  party  in 
whose  favour  some  ''  amount ''  should  be  ''  payable.'' 
The  award  rendered  no  amount  payable,  and  therefore 
the  defendant  could  have  no  right  to  sign  judgment  for 
his  costs. 

Williams,  J. — I  have  no  difficulty  in  saying,  that  there 
is  here  an  imperfect  expression  of  what  was  the  clear 
understanding  of  the  parties.  It  was  evidently  meant 
that  there  should  be  mutual  and  equal  remedies  in  the 
event  of  a  decision  in  favour  of  either.  Strictly  speaking, 
the  defendant  cannot  be  said  to  be  a  person  who  has  any* 
thing  to  receive,  or  to  whom  anything  is  payable ;  for 
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fugit  non  petit.  The  award,  however,  was  in  his  favour ; 
and  in  order  to  make  his  success  even  with  that  of  the 
plaintiff,  there  should  be  the  same  means  in  his  power  of 
procuring  his  costs  under  the  award,  which  has  been  made 
in  his  favour.  Here,  there  is  a  provision,  that  the  person 
in  whose  favour  the  award  is  made  shall  be  at  liberty  ta 
sign  judgment.  The  remedy  therefore  is  common  to  both. 
The  defendant  has  succeeded  as  much  as  the  plaintiff 
would  have  succeeded,  if  the  award  had  been  in  favour  of 
the  latter.  I  should  leave  this  an  imperfect  instrument,  if 
I  did  not  hold  that  the  defendant  was  right  in  signing  this 
judgment,  as  it  was  certainly  the  intention  of  the  parties 
that  he  should  have  power  to  do  so,  if  the  award  should 
be  in  his  favour.  The  present  rule  must  therefore  be  dis- 
charged. 

Rule  discharged. 


1838. 


Maoos 

9. 

ToRfToir. 


Jones  v.  Powell. 

Jbds  V.  WILLIAMS  shewed  cause  against  arule  nisi  ob-  where  lerena 
tained  by  R.  V,  Richards^  for  setting  aside  an  award  on  ^^'  ^^^ 
various    grounds.     He  cited  Aitcheson   v.    Cargey  (a),  1^**^°'*^*^^ 
Mamer  v.  Heaver  (6),  BiddeU  v.  Dowse  (c),  Lawrence  v.  acdont,  aod  of 
Hodgson  (e/),  Evans  y.  Thomson  (e),  Greigy.  Talboi  {/),  thingtreUdng 
Boodle  y.  Davies  (g).  ^^"^^ 

of  the  award ;" 

/J.  V.  Richards  supported  the  rule,  and   referred  to  •"^  ^**?  •''>*" 

Y  tratordirecu 

Watson  on  Awards  (A).  Uie  costs  of 

^  J  I .  each  action  to 

Cur.  adv.  VUlt.        be  paid  to  the 

iuocessAil  paity 
in  each  suit,  the  award  b  good,  although  the  same  party  has  not  succeeded  in  all  the  actions. 

After  an  award  has  been  made,  it  is  too  late  for  the  unsuccessful  party  to  object  that  certain  in- 
fants have  been  parties  to  the  submission,  and  that  certain  other  interested  ptrsont  h^yt  not  been 
parties  to  it. 


(a)  2  BiDg.  199. 

(b)  3  B.  &  Ad.  295. 

(c)  6B.  &  C.  255;  9  D.  &  R. 
404;  10  Moore,  272;  3  Bing.  20. 

id)  1  Y.  &Jer.  16. 

(0  5  East,  189 ;  1  Smith,  380. 


(/)  2B.&C.  179;  3D.  &R. 

446. 

(g)  3  Ad.  &  El.  200;  4  N.  & 
M.788. 

{k)  Page  125,  ed.  2. 
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1838.  Coleridge,  J. — This  was  a  rule  for  setting  aside  an 

award  which  was  argued  before  me  last  term,  upon  several 
grounds.  Of  these  the  first  is,  that  the  award  as  to  the 
costs  is  not  made  in  pursuance  of  the  submission.  By  the 
submission  it  appears,  that  an  action  of  replevin  and  two 
.  actions  of  ejectment  were  referred,  together  with  the  sub- 
ject-matters thereof;  and  it  was  also  agreed  *'  that  the 
costs  of  the  said  several  actions,  and  of  all  matters  and 
things  relating  thereto,  should  abide  the  event  of  the 
award,  and  be  borne  and  paid  by  the  parties  at  such  time 
and  in  such  manner  as  the  same  shall  be  thereby  ordered 
to  be  paid,  and  that  the  costs  and  charges  of  the  submis- 
sion, reference,  and  award,  shall  be  in  the  discretion  of 
the  arbitrators."  The  award  as  to  the  replevin  finds  that 
the  plaintiff  had  no  cause  of  action,  and  that  he  owed  15/. 
for  rent  to  two  of  tliese  defendants,  who  were  the  avowants 
in  their  own  right  in  the  action,  which  sum,  together  with 
the  costs,  the  award  orders  to  be  paid  to  the  defendants 
on  a  day  named.  In  the  first  ejectment,  the  award  finds 
for  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  and  in  the  other  for  the 
defendant,  and  as  to  the  costs  in  them  respectively,  directs 
them  to  be  paid  in  a  similar  manner  to  the  victorious  parties 
in  each.  It  was  objected  that  these  three  directions  as  to 
the  costs  are  wrong,  because  the  costs  generally  were  to 
abide  the  event  of  the  award,  and  the  award  has  no  event, 
where  it  is  made  partly  in  favour  of  the  one  side,  and 
partly  in  that  of  the  other.  I  think,  however,  that  the 
arbitrators  have  taken  the  right  and  only  reasonable  view 
of  this  submission ;  whereas,  here,  in  substance,  several 
actions  are  referred  and  no  more,  and  the  costs  are  to 
abide  the  event — that  must  mean  the  event  of  the  award 
as  to  each  action  distributively.  The  primary  object  of 
such  a  clause  is  not  merely  to  take  the  discretion  from  the 
arbitrator,  but  also  to  make  the  costs  follow  in  the  course 
of  law,  whatever  the  arbitrator  may  think  of  the  equitable 
merits ;  but  that  object  would  be  often  frustrated  in  a  great 
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measure,  if  the  consequence  of  a  partial  finding  should  be  183S. 
that  no  costs  were  to  be  paid  at  all.  In  coming  to  this 
decision,  I  do  not  intend  to  impeach  any  cases,  of  which 
some  are  reported,  and  many  have  been  decided,  where  an 
action  and  all  matters  in  difference  having  been  referred, 
all  costs  are  to  abide  the  event  of  the  award,  as  well  of 
the  action  as  of  the  other  matters,  reference,  &c.,  in  which, 
the  Courts,  bound  by  the  words  of  the  submission,  have 
held  that  no  costs  are  payable,  unless  every  thing  be  de- 
cided one  way.  This  case  seems  to  me  to  stand  on  its 
own  grounds.  I  interpret  the  submission  to  mean,  that,  as 
to  the  actions,  the  law  shall  take  its  course  in  regard  to 
costs  ;  as  to  the  award  and  reference,  the  arbitrators  are 
to  have  a  discretion.  They  have  done,  therefore,  nothing 
more  as  to  tiie  former  than  they  were  authorized  to  do ; 
that  is,  to  follow  the  law,  and  regulate  the  time  of  payment. 
This  objection,  therefore,  cannot  prevail. 

The  second  and  fourth  objections  may  be  taken  toge- 
ther ;  they  arc,  that  some  of  the  parties  whose  interests 
were  refused  are  not  of  full  age;  and  that  two  persons,  one 
of  them  a  defendant  in  the  replevin  suit,  the  other  a  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff  in  one  of  the  ejectments,  are  not  parties  to 
the  submission.  I  am  very  clearly  of  opinion  that  I  ought 
not  to  set  aside  the  award  on  either  of  these  grounds; 
whatever  might  be  the  weight  of  these  objections  under 
some  circumstances,  or  whatever  inconveniences  they  may 
occasion  hereafter,  the  party  entering  into  the  reference 
cannot  entitle  himself  to  this  relief  upon  these  grounds  ; 
he  must  be  taken  to  have  known  who  were  the  parties  to 
the  actions  to  which  he  himself  is  a  party,  and  to  the  sub- 
mission which  he  enters  into ;  and  it  would  be  most  unjust 
to  allow  him  to  take  the  chance  of  an  award  in  his  favour, 
and,  that  failing,  to  claim  to  set  aside  the  whole  proceed- 
ings for  a  defect  in  the  submission,  of  which,  he  had  full 
cognizance  when  he  entered  into  it. 

The  third,  as  to  the  enlargement,  was  abandoned  on 
the  argument. 
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1838.  The  fifth  is^  that  the  arbitrators  had  ordered  judgment  to 

be  entered  upi  which  they  had  no  authority  to  do.  The  sub- 
mission authorizes  them  in  terms  ''  to  discontinue  or  order, 
the  determination  of  the  actions,  and  to  make  or  give  any 
orders  or  regulations  or  directions  which  they  shall  think 
proper  as  to  the  time  and  terms  of  such  discontinuance,  or 
of  any  other  matter  or  thing  in  anywise  relating  to  the  said 
several  actions.*'  These  are  very  large  powers ;  and  the 
award  simply  orders,  **  that  the  said  actions  shall  cease 
and  determine,  and  be  no  further  prosecuted.*'  In  this, 
I  can  see  no  excess  of  authority ;  indeed,  if  there  had 
been,  the  excess,  being  severable  from  the  main  provi- 
sions of  the  award,  might  be  void  without  affecting  the 
remainder. 

The  sixth  objection  is,  that  the  award  directs  proceed- 
ings in  the  actions  to  cease,  and  nevertheless  directs  judg- 
ment to  be  entered  up  in  one  of  such  actions.  If  by  this 
it  is  intended  to  point  out  an  inconsistency,  the  answer  is, 
that  the  two  parts  are  to  be  read  together,  and  then  it 
will  stand  thus: — the  action  in  ejectment  is  to  cease,  unless 
you,  the  defendant,  fail  in  giving  up  the  premises  by  a 
certain  day,  in  which  event  the  lessors  may  enter  up  judg- 
ment, and  take  out  their  execution.  So  read,  there  is 
nothing  inconsistent;  and  if  it  be  objected,  that  the  latter 
part  of  the  direction  exceeds  the  authority  of  the  arbitra- 
tors, I  think  it  may  be  answered  as  the  previous  objection 
has  been. 

The  last  objection  is,  that  the  award  is  not  certain  or 
final ;  in  what  respect  was  not  pointed  out  in  the  rule. 
The  defendant,  therefore,  might  have  been  precluded  by 
the  rule  of  Court,  as  construed  by  this  Court  in  Boodle  y. 
Davies,  from  going  into  it.  The  only  ground,  however, 
urged,  was  the  same  relied  on  and  disposed  of  under  the 
fourth  head. 

The  rule  therefore  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Edwards  v.  Price,  and  Others. 

Sir   WILLIAM  FOLLETT  and  Halcomb  shewed  it  u  not  a 
cause  why  judgment  should  not  be  entered  for  the  plain-  f^iSn**^7udjr"- 
tiff,  notwithstanding  the  verdict  found  for  the  defendant,  ment  non  ob- 

stinte  veredicto* 

The  declaration  was  in  trespass,  for  breaking  and  entering  that  a  plea,  on 
a  house,  and  taking  goods  under  colour  of  a  distress  for  hat  been  found 
certain  pretended  arrears  of  rent.     Damages  200/.     The  *•»  j*^?"'  ®^  /*>« 

*^  ^  ®  defendant,  al- 

pleas  were,  first,  except  as  to  certain  trespasses  enumer-  leges  money  to 
ated,  and  taking  goods  to  the  value  of  ^Z.,  not  guilty;  se-  into^Court  pur- 
condly,  as  to  so  much  of  the  trespasses  enumerated  in  the  ^^'^^^^^ 
first  plea,  the  defendants  say,  that  the  plaintiff*  ought  not  >•  21,  befan 

declaration. 

further  to  maintain  his  action,  because  they  say  that^  after 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and  before  the  plaintiff 
declared  therein  as  aforesaid,  they,  the  said  defendants,  by 
leave  of  Mr.  Justice  Patteson^  one  of  the  judges  of  this 
Court,  for  that  purpose,  first  had  and  obtained  according 
to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
brought  into  Court  here  the  sum  of  20/.,  ready  to  be  paid 
to  the  plaintiff  by  way  of  compensation  or  amends  for  the 
said  several  trespasses  in  the  introductory  part  of  the  said 
first  plea  mentioned.  The  said  sum  of  20/.  so  brought 
into  Court  by  the  said  defendants,  as  aforesaid  to  wit,  on 
the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  they,  the  said  defendants, 
from  thence  hitherto  continually  have  had,  and  now  have 
in  Court  here  ready  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
defendants  further  say,  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  sustained 
damages  to  a  greater  amount  than  the  said  sum  of  20/.» 
&c.  Replication,  that  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  damages 
to  a  greater  amount,  on  which  issue  was  joined^  The 
order  of  Mr.  Justice  Paiieson  was  in  these  words : — '*  Upon 
hearing  the  attorneys  or  agents  on  both  sides,  I  do  order 
that  upon  all  the  defendants  entering  an  appearance  they 
be  at  liberty  to  pay  into  Court  the  sum  of  20/.,  by  way  of 
compensation  or  amends  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  they  be 
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1838.  at  liberty  to  plead  the  same.*'  The  20L  was  paid  into 
Court  the  same  day.  On  the  trial,  the  jury  found  that 
the  plaintiff  had  not  sustained  greater  damage  than  to  the 
amount  of  20L  It  was  contended  in  support  of  the  rule, 
that  the  second  plea  was  bad,  because  it  unnecessarily 
stated  that  the  money  was  paid  in  before  declaration. 
That,  however,  would  not  render  the  plea  bad.  The  sta- 
tute 3  &  4.  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  21,  under  which  the  plea  was 
pleaded,  only  required  that  there  should  be  the  order  of  a 
judge,  and  said  nothing  about  the  money  being  paid  into 
Court  on  or  after  declaration.  The  rules  of  H.  T.  4  Will. 
4  (a),  did  not  declare  that  the  money  might  not  be  paid  in 
before  declaration,  but  as  they  gave  the  form  of  pleading  it, 
of  course  the  inference  was  that  it  must  be  after  declaration. 
Still,  however,  that  would  not  prevent  it  being  paid  in  be- 
fore, and,  at  the  utmost,  this  plea  would  only  be  held  bad  on 
special  demurrer.  But  a  stronger  ground  for  opposing 
this  rule  is,  that  it  seeks  to  have  judgment  entered  for  the 
plaintiff,  non  obstante  veredicto.  That  is  a  rule  only 
granted  where  an  immaterial  issue  has  been  tried ;  and  it 
is  apparent  to  the  Court,  on  the  defendant's  own  shewing, 
that  in  any  way  of  putting  it  he  can  have  no  merits.  It  is 
a  judgment  always  upon  the  merits,  and  never  granted  but 
in  a  very  clear  case,  as  is  distinctly  laid  down  by  Mr. 
Tidd  (6).  Finlayson  v.  M^Kenzie  (c),  was  also  an  autho- 
rity on  this  point  against  the  rule. 

Kelly  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended  that  at  common 
law  this  would  be  no  plea,  and  it  is  therefore  only  under  the 
statute  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  21,  and  the  rules  made  in  con- 
sequence thereof,  that  it  can  be  pleaded.  The  statute  gives 
power  to  plead  this  plea  in  such  manner,  and  under  such 
regulations  as  to  the  form  of  pleading,  as  the  judges  shall 
direct.     The  judges  have  accordingly  directed  a  form  of 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  320.  (h)  Prac  p.  963,  9th  ed. 

(c)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  71. 
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plea^  and  have  by  their  rules  clearly  shewn  their  inten-  IS3S. 
tion  to  be  that  the  payment  into  Court  should  not  be 
until  after  declaration.  The  order  for  this  payment  into 
Court  is  in  consequence  invalid}  from  having  been  made 
before  declaration^  and  the  plea  is  pleaded  without  autho- 
rity. If  then,  independently  of  the  statute,  this  plea  would 
be  no  defence,  and  if  in  pleading  it,  the  statute  has  not 
been  pursued,  then  is  this  plea  as  pleaded  no  defence,  and 
the  defendant  having  thereby  confessed  the  cause  of  action, 
and  an  immaterial  issue  having  been  tried,  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  judgment,  non  obstante  veredicto. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Patteson,  J. — I  have  examined  the  plea  in  this  case, 
and  think  that  on  demurrer  it  would  be  held  a  good  plea ; 
but  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  rule  for  judgment,  non  ob- 
stante veredicto,  cannot  be  granted,  looking  at  the  plea 
as  pleaded  under  the  order  of  a  judge  made  before  de- 
claration. Now,  I  have  no  doubt,  on  referring  to  the  sta- 
tute, that  a  judge  has  power  to  make  the  order  at  any 
time,  and  that  it  may  be  made  immediately  after  the  writ 
has  issued,  but  then  it  must  be  done  so  that  the  plaintiff 
is  not  prejudiced,  and  so  as  not  to  deprive  him  of  any 
costs  which  he  would  otherwise  be  entitled  to.  Now,  in 
this  case,  if  it  had  been  attempted  to  stop  the  cause  be- 
fore declaration,  by  means  of  this  order,  it  would  have 
been  wrong  to  do  so ;  but  here  the  money  was  paid  into 
Court,  and  though  the  order  does  not  say  that  the  defend- 
ant may  now  pay  into  court,  yet  here,  the  money  was  im- 
mediately paid  in,  and  in  substai.ce  it  was  the  same  as  if 
the  money  had  been  paid  into  court  after  declaration. 
The  plaintiff  miglit  have  replied,  accepting  the  amount  so 
paid  in.  He  did  not,  however,  do  so,  but  chose,  instead, 
to  join  issue  on  the  question,  whether  he  had  sustained 
greater  damages,  and  to  go  down  to  trial,  and  then,  after 
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a  verdict  against  hinii  he  seeks  for  judgment,  non  obstante 
veredictOy  on  the  ground  that  the  plea  is  altogether  good 
for  nothing.  At  most,  it  is  only  an  irregularity,  and  in  my 
opinion  the  plea  would  be  good  on  demurrer.  However, 
at  all  events,  a  rule  for  judgment,  non  obstante  veredicto, 
cannot  be  granted,  as  that  is  only  granted  in  a  very  clear 
case  and  on  the  merits.  This  rule  must  therefore  be  dis- 
charged. 

Rule  discharged. 


It  it  no  ground 
for  treating  a 
rule  nisi  for  a 
new  trial  at  a 
nullity,  that  it 
has  been  ob- 
tained by  a 
different  attor- 
ney from  tlie 
one  on  the  re- 
cord, without 
an  order  to 
change  the 
attorney. 


Dob  d.  Bloomer  and  Others  v.  Bransom. 

JLM.UMFIiEY  shevfed  cause  against  a  rule  obtained  by 
Whiiehurstf  for  setting  aside  the  judgment  signed  in  this 
case  and  all  subsequent  proceedings,  for  reviving  the  rule 
for  a  new  trial,  and  for  rendering  good  the  service  of  a  rule 
for  a  new  trial  by  the  defendant's  present  attorney.  This 
cause  was  tried  at  the  Summer  Assizes,  1837,  and  a  verdict 
found  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff.  The  name  of  the  attor* 
ney  on  the  record  was  Raynes.  In  the  subsequent  Mi- 
chaelmas Term,  no  order  for  the  change  of  attorney  hav- 
mg  been  obtained,  a  rule  for  a  new  trial  was  granted  by 
the  Court,  on  the  application  of  an  attorney  named  Ni- 
chols. The  rule  was  afterwards  served  on  the  attorney 
for  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  name  of  the  new  at- 
torney. This  was  treated  as  a  nullity,  and  judgment  was 
accordingly  signed.  It  was  to  set  aside  this  judgment  that 
the  present  rule  was  obtained.  Htmfrey  submitted  that  the 
judgment  was  perfectly  regular.  The  lessors  of  the  plain- 
tiff had  a  right  to  treat  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  as  a  nullity, 
there  having  been  no  order  for  the  change  of  attorney. 
He  cited  Ginders  v.  Moore  {a) ;  that  was  a  very  strong 
case,  as  it  affected  the  liberty  of  the  subject.  It  was  an 
application  to  discharge  the  defendant  out  of  custody,  on 


(a)  1  B.  &  C.  654. 


Beanboic. 
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the  ground  that  the  debt  in  respect  of  which  he  was  de-  1896. 
tained  was  proveable  under  a  commission  of  bankruptcyi 
under  whichj  he  had  obtained  his  certificate.  The  appli- 
cation being  made  by  a  different  attorney  from  the  one  in 
whose  name  he  had  appeared  and  pleaded,  the  Court  re- 
fused to  discharge  him.  In  Lovegrove  v.  Dymond  (a), 
the  reason  why  the  objection  did  not  prevail  was,  because 
the  plaintiff  was  required  to  shew  causCi  and  he  did  so  in 
person.  The  rule,  therefore,  did  not  apply  in  that  case, 
as  it  constituted  an  exception.  But  the  Court  there 
remarked,  that  the  reason  of  the  general  rule  was,  that 
there  should  be  some  one  person  to  whom  the  adverse  party 
might  look*  The  principle  therefore  was  recognized  in 
that  case.  Again,  in  Rex  v.  The  Sheriff  of  Middlesex  {b)^ 
the  Court  set  aside  an  attachment  against  the  sheriff  for 
not  bringing  in  the  body,  on  the  ground  that  the  body 
rule  had  been  obtained  by  a  different  attorney  from  the 
one  whose  name  appeared  in  the  previous  proceedings, 
without  an  order  for  changing  the  attorney.  In  Phillips  v. 
Berkeley  (c),  it  was  held  to  be  a  good  objection  to  a  rule 
requiring  a  bishop  to  make  his  return  to  a  levari  facias, 
obtained  by  an  attorney  not  employed  in  the  cause  origi- 
nally, that  the  order  for  changing  the  attorney  had  not 
been  served  upon  the  bishop.  On  these  authorities  it 
was  contended  that  the  judgment  was  regular,  and  there- 
fore that  the  present  rule  ought  to  be  discharged. 

Whitehurst^m  support  of  the  rule,  contended  that  it  was 
immaterial  what  attorney  instructed  the  counsel  who  moved 
for  a  new  trial.  Tbere  was  consequently  nothing  impro- 
per in  the  course  which  the  defendant  had  pursued.  If 
the  fullest  effect  were  given  to  the  objection  on  the  part 
•of  tiie  plaintiff,  it  could  only  operate  to  render  the  ide- 


(n)  4  Taunt.  669.  (b)  Ante,  Vol.  2^  p.  M7. 

(0  Aate,  Vol  6,  p.  279. 
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1838.  fendant's  proceedings  irregular,  and  could  not  render  them 
a  nullity.  The  plaintiff  might  have  applied  to  set  aside 
the  rule  or  its  service,  but  he  was  clearly  not  entitled  to 
treat  it  as  a  nullity  and  sign  judgment.  The  cases  on  the 
other  side  only  shewed,  that  the  proceeding  might  be  con- 
sidered as  irregular,  but  not  as  a  nullity.  In  Margerem  v. 
Makilwaine  (a),  a  clear  authority  was  found  to  shew  that 
the  rule  under  such  circumstances  could  not  be  treated  as 
a  nullity.  There,  it  was  held,  that  if  the  plaintiff  takes  a 
plea  out  of  the  office  and  keeps  it,  he  waives  any  objection 
to  the  plea,  on  the  ground  of  its  having  been  pleaded  by  a 
new  attorney,  without  any  order  to  change  the  attorney. 
If  the  plea  under  such  circumstances  had  been  a  nullity, 
the  plaintiff  could  not  have  waived  it,  as  a  party  cannot 
waive  a  nullity  (£).  Under  these  circumstances,  it  was 
submitted,  that  the  present  rule  ought  to  be  made  abso- 
lute. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Williams,  J. — This  was  a  rule  calling  on  the  lessors 
of  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  the  judgment  signed  in 
this  cause,  and  the  subsequent  proceedings,  should  not 
be  set  aside,  and  why  the  rule  obtained  on  the  6th  of  Nov. 
last,  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the 
verdict  should  not  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  had,  should 
not  be  revived  ;  and  why  the  service  of  the  last  mentioned 
rule  by  the  defendant's  present  attorney,  should  not  be 
good  service  of  the  same.  The  application  is  substantially 
to  set  aside  the  judgment  signed  by  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  under  these  circumstances.  The  original  attor- 
ney was  Raynes ;  the  cause  had  gone  down  for  trial,  and 
a  verdict  had  been  recovered  for  the  lessors  of  the  plain- 
tiff.    A  rule  was  then  obtained  for  a  new  trial,  and  the 

(a)  2  N.  R.  509.  Vol.  1,  p.  28,  and  Roberts  v.  Spurr, 

{b)  See  GarrattY.  Hooper,  ante,      ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  551. 
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rule  was  drawn  up  in  the  name  of  another  attorney^  1838. 
Nickols^  no  order  having  been  obtained  for  changing  the 
attorney  ;  and  the  question  is,  what  is  the  nature  of  that 
default  on  the  part  of  the  defendant^  that  is^  of  obtaining 
the  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  without  an  order  for  changing 
the  attorney.  The  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  although  notice 
was  given  of  this  rule  for  a  new  trial,  thought  fit  to 
treat  it  as  a  nullity,  and  to  sign  judgment,  and  it  is  to  set 
aside  that  judgment  that  this  application  is  made.  On  the 
argument  in  the  case,  the  application  was  resisted  on  the 
ground  that  the  defendant  could  not  have  availed  himself 
of  the  service  of  the  rule  when  the  argument  on  the  rule  for 
a  new  trial  came  on,  and  that  therefore  the  pldintiff  was  en- 
titled to  treat  it  as  a  nullity.  On  behalf  of  the  application, 
it  was  contended  by  Mr,  JVhitehursi,  that  it  did  not  appear 
that  the  defendant  was  wrong,  as  non  constat,  that  Raynes 
was  not  still  the  attorney  on  the  record.  But  that  is  the 
very  ground  of  the  objection,  as  the  rule  for  the  new  trial 
was  obtained  by  a  different  attorney,  and  no  order  had  been 
procured  to  change  the  attorney ;  there  is,  consequently, 
nothing  in  that  argument,  and  it  is  plain  that  Nickols  was 
the  person  who  obtained  the  rule.  Several  cases  were 
cited  by  Mr.  Humfrei/,  the  first  of  which  was  that  of  Gir^ 
densN*  More.  There,  cause  was  shown  against  a  rule  to 
discharge  a  defendant  out  of  custody,  and  a  preliminary 
objection  was  taken,  that  the  rule  had  been  moved  for 
by  a  new  attorney,  without  obtaining  an  order  to  change 
the  former ;  but  there,  the  application  was  made  to  the 
court,  and  the  objection  prevailed.  It  does  not,  how- 
ever, follow,  from  that  decision,  that  because  a  party, 
by  going  before  the  Court,  can  take  the  objection, 
that  therefore  he  may  consider  the  step  he  objects 
to  as  no  step  at  all.  Indeed  it  is  quite  the  reverse, 
and  that  decision  only  shews,  that  when  the  parties  come 
before  the  Court  no  proceeding  by  a  new  attorney  is  con- 
sidered to  be  of  avail,  unless  there  has  been  an  order  for 
VOL.  VT.  L  L  o.  p.  c 
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1838.  changing  the  attorney.  The  next  case  is  that  of  Love- 
grove  V.  Dymond.  The  application  of  that  case  is  still 
more  remote  from  the  argument;  for,  there*  a  rule  nisi  for 
judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit  was  obtained,  and  it  was 
objected  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  be  heard  to  shew 
cause,  as  he  had  obtained  an  order  to  change  the  attorney, 
which  he  bad  not  served.  However,  there  the  plaintiff  was 
personally  in  Court,  and  was  not  only  heard,  but  success- 
fully heard.  That  can,  therefore,  have  no  tendency  to  shew 
that  this  proceeding  was  a  nullity.  There  is  also  the  case  of 
Phillips  V.  Berkely,  where  my  brother  Liitledale  says,  that 
it  is  a  good  objection  to  granting  a  rule,  that  there  had 
been  no  order  for  changing  the  attorney  served.  And 
BO  indeed  it  might  be,  provided  it  was  brought  under  the 
notice  of  the  Court ;  but  that  case  does  not  shew  that  this 
plaintiff  may  treat  this  rule  for  a  new  trial  as  a  nullity. 
There  were  two  other  cases  cited,  but  neither  of  them 
goes  the  length  of  proving  that  this  step  was  a  nullity.  In 
one  of  them,  Powel  v.  Little ^  it  was  decided,  that  where 
there  had  been  a  change  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney  in 
private,  without  the  authority  of  an  order,  a  payment  of 
the  debt  by  the  defendant,  to  the  original  attorney,  was  a 
good  payment.  Another  case  which  was  not  cited  was 
that  of  Robson  v.  Eaton  (a),  where  it  was  held,  that  a 
payment  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney  on 
the  record,  without  the  authority  of  the  plaintiff,  was  not 
a  good  payment.  Neither  of  these  cases  have  any  tend- 
ency to  support  the  argument,  that  the  rule  for  a  new  trial, 
having  been  obtained  by  a  new  attorney,  without  an  order 
to  change  the  attorney,  that  it  is  therefore  to  be  considered 
a  mere  nullity.  When  the  case  is  considered,  what  in  effect 
has  been  done?  There  is  no  reason  to  say  that  the  Court 
has  been  imposed  on.  An  objection  has  been  taken  on 
moving  for  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  to  what  was  done  at  the 

(a)  1  T.  R.  62. 
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trial ;  in  fact  the  Court  attended  to  the  counsel  who  moved 
for  the  rule,  and  it  is  immaterial  whether  he  was  instructed 
by  A.  or  by  B.  Suppose  there  had  been  a  total  mistake, 
and  the  attorney  had  not  been  aware  of  the  necessity  of 
having  an  order  to  change  the  attorney,  and  Nickols  had 
moved  for  the  rule  in  perfect  ignorance  of  that  necessity, 
could  it  be  said  that  the  Court  would  not,  on  imposing 
some  terms,  have  entertained  the  application  for  a  new 
trial,  and  would  not  have  left  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  in  its 
full  vigour,  just  as  if  it  had  been  moved  for  by  means 
of  the  attorney  on  the  record,  Baynes?  If  that  had 
been  done,  there  could  be  no  right  to  treat  that  rule 
as  a  nullity,  and  to  sign  judgment.  It  seems  to  me, 
therefore,  that  there  was  no  ground  for  considering  the 
rule  for  a  new  trial  as  a  nullity,  and  consequently,  that  the 
lessors  of  the  plaintifFhad  no  right  to  sign  judgment.  As 
to  the  remaining  part  of  the  rule,  I  shall  not  interfere.  It 
appears  that  Nichols  is  now,  in  due  form,  the  attorney  on 
the  record,  and  if  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  can  make  any 
use  of  the  mistake  committed,  when  the  time  comes  to 
shew  cause  against  the  rule  for  a  new  trial,  he  must  be 
at  liberty  to  do  so.  I  shall,  therefore,  only  set  aside  the 
judgment  and  subsequent  proceedings,  but  without  costs, 
as  the  defendant  has  been  in  error. 


1838. 


V, 

Bransom. 


Rule  absolute  accordingly. 


Ex  parte  Collins. 

JtlA  YES  applied  for  leave  to  amend  the  notice  for  the  The  Court  win 
purpose  of  being  admitted  as  an  attorney,  which  had  been  •"^r  ■"  •"°/" 

*       *^  ^  •"  ney  8  notice  for 

given  by  a  gentleman  named  Collins.     The  care  of  giving  admiision  to  be 

.  amended,  by 

the  necessary  notices  had  been  entrusted    to   ttie   town  introducing  the 

name  of  one  of 
the  persons 
with  whom  he  served  his  clerkship,  and  whicli  had  accidently  been  omitted. 

LL^ 
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1838.  agent,  and  by  some  accident  the  notice  had  stated  that 
^^7""  ^  Mr.  Collins  served  his  time  to  a  Mr.  Helm,  an  attorney  at 
C0LLIK8.  Worcester ;  whereas,  he  had  been  originally  articled  to  a 
gentleman  named  Saunders,  a  partner  of  Mr.  Helm,  and 
on  the  death  of  the  former  gentleman,  he  had  been  as- 
signed to  the  latter.  If  the  notice  were  amended  accord- 
ing to  the  facts,  no  injury  could  result,  and  every  object 
of  giving  the  notice  would  be  attained. 

Williams,  J. — It  seems  to  me  that  no  one  can  be  mis- 
led by  the  amendment  sought  to  be  made  in  the  pre- 
sent case.  I  think  the  application  is  reasonable,  and  may 
therefore  be  granted. 

Application  granted. 


Curtis  r.  Marquis  of  Headfort. 

De  injuria  it  a  1.  HE  declaration  was  on  a  cheque  for  S50/.,  drawn  by 
ongencrti^e^"  defendant  on  Messrs.  Puget  and  Bainbridge,  and  by  him 
murrertoa        delivered  to  one  Ephraim  Bond,  through  whom  it  came 

plea,  man  action  ^  '^  »  & 

on  a  ciieque,       to  the  plaintiff,  and  which  cheque  was  stated  to  be  dis- 

that  it  was  t.  ji 

giTen  for  a         nonoured. 

gambling  debt.        r^y^^  plea  was,  that  the  cheque  was  drawn,  and  given 

to  Ephraim  Bond,  before  the  31st  day  of  August,  1835, 
(the  day  of  the  passing  of  the  stat.  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  41.) 
as  a  security  to  the  said  Ephraim  Bond,  and  one  Robert 
Bond,  and  one  Edward  Bond,  for  money  lost  at  play 
to  the  said  Ephraim,  Robert,  and  Edward  Bond.  To 
this  plea  the  plaintiff  replied  de  injuria  su&  propria, 
&c.,  to  which  the  defendant  demurred  generally.  The 
ground  of  demurrer  stated  in  the  margin  was,  that  the  re. 
plication  was  inapplicable  to  the  plea,  which  was  not  in  ex- 
cuse  of  the  performance,  but  in  denial  of  the  binding  effect 
of  the  contract.  A  rule  to  set  aside  this  demurrer  as  fri- 
volous was  obtained  on  an  affidavit,  which  pointed  out 
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that  the  demurrer  was  a  general  one,  and  stated  the  de- 
ponent's belief  that  it  was  frivolous,  and  intended  merely 
for  delay.  In  answer  to  this,  there  was  a  counter  affidavit 
that  the  demurrer  was  by  advice  of  counsel  and  bona  fide, 
and  that  the  deponent  believed  the  facts  of  the  plea  to  be 
true. 


1838. 

CORTII 
9. 

Marquis  of 
Hbaofoat. 


C  Cooper  shewed  cause. — First,  As  to  the  demurrer 
being  general.  The  improper  use  of  the  replication  de 
injurift  is  a  subject  of  general  demurrer:  Fursdon  v. 
Weeks  (a),  Hooker  v.  Nye  (6.)  The  former  case  shews  that 
it  was  not  considered  a  matter  of  mere  form  under  the 
statute  of  21  Eliz.  c.  5 ;  and  it  is  only  requisite  to  read  the 
defects  enumerated  in  the  statute  4  Anne,  c.  16,  as  matters 
of  form,  to  see  that  it  is  not  included  in  them :  but  Hooker 
V.  Nye  has  expressly  determined  this  point ;  Lord  Lynd' 
hurst y  C.  B.,  in  that  case  observes^  that  as  Fursdon  v.  Weeks 
was  after  the  21  Eliz.,  c.  5,  and  was  decided  on  general 
demurrer,  it  shews  that  this  objection  is  not  mere  matter 
of  form  but  of  substance,  or  it  would  have  been  within  that 
statute,  and  in  his  judgment  he  shews  that  it  is  not  one  of 
the  defects  within  the  remedy  of  the  statute  4  Anne,  c.  16. 
[^Coleridge  J. — The  plea  in  that  case  was  very  different 
from  the  present.  It  was  a  plea  claiming  an  interest  in 
land.]  The  nature  of  the  objection  to  the  replication  was 
the  same.  The  objection  made  to  the  present  replication 
is  not  that  it  is  multifarious,  but  that  it  is  altogether  inap- 
propriate. 

Second,  The  replication  de  injuria  is  not  appropriate  to 
the  plea.  Until  the  recent  cases  in  the  Common  Pleas  and 
Exchequer,  this  replication  has  been  deemed  peculiar  to 
actions  of  tort,  and  in  Crogaie*s  case,  8  Co.  66,  is  said  to 
be  ''properly  when  the  defendant's  plea  doth  consist 
merely  upon  some  matter  of  excuse,''  and  the  cases  of 


(a)  3  Levinz.  66. 


{h)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  258. 
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Marquis  of 
Headfort. 


assumpsit  in  which  this  replication  has  been  allowed  have 
been  professedly  decided  on  the  same  principle.  It  is 
perhaps  too  late  to  contend  now,  that  this  repHcation  can- 
not be  properly  used  in  assumpsit,  but  it  may  still  be 
shewn  that  it  is  inappropriate  to  a  plea  like  the  present, 
which  does  not  confess  and  avoid  the  cause  of  action,  but 
altogether  denies  that  it  ever  existed.  The  action  is  not 
founded  on  an  express  promise.  The  promise  arises,  if 
at  all,  by  implication  of  law ;  it  being  the  duty  of  the 
drawer  of  a  cheque  to  pay  the  amount  of  it  to  the  bearer 
in  default  of  the  bankers,  but  the  plea  is  in  effect,  that 
by  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  9  Anne,  c.  14,  the 
cheque  being  given  for  a  gambling  debt  is  void,  so  that 
no  promise  to  pay  it  can  arise.  It  is  not  necessary,  on 
shewing  cause  against  this  rule,  to  consider  whether  the 
statute  of  the  5  &6  Will.  4,  c. 41,  has  a  retrospective  ef- 
fect on  gaming  Securities  given  before  the  passing  of  that 
act.  This  question  is  now  before  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  in  the  case  of  Hitchcock  v.  Way  (a),  which  is  not 
yet  decided.  The  present  case  is  clearly  distinguishable 
from  the  cases  in  which  such  a  replication  has  been  al- 
lowed. In  each  of  those  cases  a  prim&  facie  cause  of  ac- 
tion was  disclosed  on  the  face  of  the  plea.  In  Noel  v. 
Rich  (6),  the  action  was  by  an  indorsee  against  the  drawer 
of  a  bill.  The  plea  did  not  deny  that  the  bill  was  duly 
made,  but  consisted  of  matter  of  defence  arising  entirely 
after  the  making  of  the  bill.  The  Court  of  Exchequer 
held  that  the  plea  was  ill,  and  the  opinion  expressed  as  to 
the  goodness  of  the  rephcation  was  unnecessary.  In  Isaac 
y.  Farrar  (c),  the  action  was  by  an  indorsee  against  the 
maker  of  a  promissory  note,  the  plea  admitting  that  the 
defendant  drew  and  delivered   the  promissory   note   as 


{a)  This  case  has  been  since  de- 
terniined  (2  N.  &  P.  72),  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  having  de- 
cided that  the  act  of  5  &  6  Will.  4, 


c.  41,  is  not  retrospective. 
{h)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  228. 
(c)  Id.  p.  750. 
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stated  in  the  declaration,  avoided  the  efTect  of  the  admis- 
sion,  by  shewing  that  the  note  was  made  and  endorsed 
without  value  bon&fide  paid,  whereby  the  defendant  was 
excused  from  performing  the  promise.  The  Court  in  gif  ing 
judgment,  that  the  replication  de  injuria  was  sufficient, 
expressly  distinguished  the  case  from  SoUy  v.  Neish  (a), 
and  Whittaker  v.  Mason  (&),  in  which  the  plea  denied  the 
contract  as  alleged.  In  Crriffin  v.  Yeates  (c),  which  was 
decided  immediately  after  Isaac  v.  Farrar,  the  action  was 
by  the  indorsee  against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange, 
and  the  plea  was  matter  of  excuse;  for,  admitting  the  ac- 
ceptance, it  alleged  that  the  acceptance  was  for  the  ac« 
commodation  of  the  drawer,  and  that  the  drawer  indorsed 
to  the  plaintiff  without  consideration.  On  the  other  hand, 
in  Whittaker  v.  Mason,  which  was  an  action  of  assumpsit 
for  not  paying  for  books  sold  on  certain  terms,  one  of 
which  was  stated  to  be,  that  they  were  to  be  settled  for 
by  bills,  (with  security  if  required),  to  which  the  defendant 
pleaded,  that  by  the  custom  of  the  trade,  the  security  in 
such  conditions  mentioned,  if  the  seller  should  require 
the  same,  was  to  be  required  before  or  at  the  time  the 
goods  were  delivered  and  taken  away  by  the  purchaser, 
and  not  afterwards;  and  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  before 
or  at  that  time  require  security,  and  the  plaintiff  replied 
de  injuri&.  The  replication  was  held  to  be  bad,  on  the 
ground  that  the  plea  did  not  admit  the  promise  stated  in 
the  declaration,  and  excuse  the  non-performance  of  it,  but 
did  in  effect  deny  that  such  promise  was  ever  made. 
Here  the  plea  denies  that  the  implied  promise  ever  arose. 
[Coleridge,  J. — Is  there  any  case  of  assumpsit  in  which 
the  objection  to  the  replication  de  injuria  has  been  de- 
cided to  be  bad  on  general  demurrer?]  I  am  not  awar^ 
of  any,  but  all  the  cases  on  this  point  have  been  decided 


1836. 


CUBTIt 

llarquii  of 
Hbadfobt. 


(a)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  248.  (b)  Ante,  p.  429. 

(c)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p,  647- 
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Curtis 

9. 

Marquit  of 
HiADFOST. 


on  the  general  principle  now  under  discussion,  and  not 
on  the  special  ground  of  multifariousness  and  duplicity. 

To  return  to  the  principal  point,  the  action  of  as- 
sumpsit, although  said  to  be  an  action  of  trespass  upon  the 
case,  is  (as  in  the  writ  of  summons)  more  properly  called  an 
action  on  promises,  and  is  as  much  an  action  of  contract 
as  an  action  of  debt  or  covenant.  Compare  the  mode  of 
pleading  in  each  action.  Lunacy,  incompetency  from  in« 
toxication  or  other  cause,  and  coverture,  might  formerly  be 
given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue  non  assumpsit^ 
as  they  might  under  the  plea  non  est  factum.  It  is  now 
necessary,  in  the  one  kind  of  action  as  in  the  other^  to 
plead  these  defences  specially.  To  pleas  of  lunacy,  in- 
competency, or  coverture,  which  are  altogether  in  denial  of 
the  contract,  (but  not  more  so  than  the  present  plea),  can 
de  injurift  be  replied  in  assumpsit?  and  if  so,  can  this  re- 
plication be  pleaded  to  the  same  pleas,  in  debt  on  specialty 
or  covenant?  There  is  no  precedent  to  be  found  for  such 
a  replication.  The  new  rules  of  pleading,  in  requiring 
that  matters  of  defence  formerly  given  in  evidence  under 
the  general  issue  shall  be  specially  pleaded,  do  not  alter 
the  nature  of  these  defences.  They  are  (as  they  always 
were)  in  denial,  and  not  in  excuse  of  performance  of  the 
contract.  In  conclusion,  whatever  may  be  the  inclina- 
tion of  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  as  to  the  goodness  or 
badness  of  this  replication,  it  is  at  all  events  a  fit  question 
for  argument,  and  the  demurrer  cannot  be  said  to  be  fri- 
volous. 

Coleridge,  J. — Feeling,  as  I  do,  that  this  case  has  been 
most  ably  investigated^  and  being  bound  also  to  remember 
the  state  of  the  special  paper,  and  of  the  delay  that  would 
accrue  were  I  not  to  determine  it,  and  having,  moreover,  a 
very  clear  opinion  on  the  point,  I  feel  that  I  am  called  on 
to  decide  it.  The  question  is  not,  whether  the  replication 
is  multifarious,  nor  whether  there  is  any  other  objection  in 
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point  of  form  ;  the  only  question  is,  whether  the  replica- 
tion is  substantially  bad  ;  that  is,  whether,  under  any  cir- 
cumstances, this  replication  to  this  plea  can  be  replied.  A 
few  years  ago,  it  would  not  have  been  held  a  good  replica- 
tion ;  several  late  cases  have,  however,  decided  that  it  may 
be  pleaded  in  assumpsit ;  but  then  it  is  said  that  there 
must  be  some  admission  of  the  original  promise  in  order  to 
authorize  it.  I  do  not,  however,  see  the  good  sense  of  that 
position.  It  does  not  depend  on  the  doctrine  laid  down 
in  Crogates  case  (a),  but  on  the  misunderstanding  of  that 
doctrine.  That  case  determined  that  this  replication  waa 
good  when  the  plea  consisted  merely  of  matter  of  excuse, 
and  of  no  matter  of  interest  whatever  (b).  I  do  not  un- 
derstand the  distinction  which  Mr.  Cooper  insisted  on 
when  he  said,  that  in  assumpsit  this  replication  might  be 
good  in  certain  cases,  but  could  not  be  so  in  this  case. 
That  argument  cannot  be  founded  on  Crogate*s  case. 
The  rule  there  laid  down,  when  applied  to  assumpsit, 
falls  to  the  ground ;  and  I  think  that  I  am  warranted  in 
saying  so  by  the  case  of  Noel  v.  Rich^  which  is  precisely 
similar  to  the  present.  The  only  distinction  which  Mr. 
Cooper  makes  is  this,  that  this  cheque  was  bad  in  its  in- 
ception, whereas  in  that  case  the  bill  of  exchange  waa 
good  in  the  first  instance,  but  there  was  no  right  of  action 
in  the  parties  who  then  sued  on  it.  That,  I  think,  is  a 
distinction  without  a  difference.  The  Court  in  that  case 
said,  that  de  injuria  was  substantially  a  good  replication. 
The  plea  denied  that  there  was  any  promise  as  between 
Noel  V.  Rich,  as  stated  in  the  declaration,  yet  it  was  held 
that  the  repUcation  of  de  injuri&  was  good,  and  that  if 
there  was  any  objection  at  all  it  was  in  point  of  form  only* 
Lord  Abinger  there  says : — "  I  am  also  inclined  to  think 
that  the  replication  is  good,  and  that  the  objection  made 


1838. 

CUATIt 
9. 

Mmrquif  of 
Hbadfokt. 


(a)  8  Rep.  66.  ror,  9  Bing.  7^6;  3  Tyr.  430;  1 

(h)  See  BardoM  v.  Selby,  in  er-     Or.  &  Mees.  600;  3  B.  &  Ad.  2. 
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to  it  is  matter  of  form.  Formerly,  under  the  general  issue, 
most  defences  might  be  given  in  evidence,  but  since  the 
Court  promulgated  the  general  rule  for  the  purpose  of 
simplifying  trials  at  nisi  prius,  that  all  defences  must  be 
pleaded,  the  general  issue  now  only  puts  in  issue  the 
making  of  the  promise ;  and  in  actions  on  bills  of  ex« 
change  there  is,  strictly  speaking,  no  general  issue :  but 
if  the  promise  has  been  broken,  the  defendant  must  plead 
his  defence  specially.  If  the  Court  is  right  in  throwing 
the  burthen  of  proof  on  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  by  his 
replication  certainly  does  so ;  he  in  fact  says,  that  he  de- 
nies the  cause  which  the  defendant  alleges  he  had  for 
breaking  the  promise  laid  in  the  declaration."  That  is 
all  that  is  done  in  this  case ;  the  defendant  has  set  out 
facts  which  make  a  clear  defence,  and  the  plaintiff  says 
those  facts  do  not  exist.  Why  may  he  not  do  that  ?  We 
have  nothing  now  to  do  with  the  multifariousness  of  the 
replication.  Again,  Alderson,  B.,  says : — **  It  appears  to 
me  that  the  replication  is  good.  The  defendant  says  that 
the  plaintiff  has  no  right  to  maintain  his  action  for  the 
cause  stated  in  the  plea.  The  plaintiff,  in  reply,  alleges 
that  the  cause  stated  in  the  plea  is  not  true.  Whether  in 
point  of  form  this  replication  is  right  or  not,  is  a  different 
question."  That  case,  therefore,  seems  to  me  a  direct 
authority  in  principle,  and  also  to  be  on  all  fours  with  the 
present,  and  therefore,  I  think  this  replication  is  good  on 
general  demurrer  (a). 


(a)  See  Parker  v.  RiUy,  ante,  p.  375. 
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Grater  v.  Collard.  " 

JKOGERS  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  obtained  by  Where,  on  the 
«7af7i^^  for  setting  aside  the  inquisition  in  this  case,  and  writ  of  inquiry, 
granting  a  new  writ  of  inquiry,  or  for  increasing  the  ver-  i"ander?he*juiT 
diet  found  to  the  amount  of  forty  shillings,  on  the  ground  *'«  incorrectly 

,  informed  by  the 

of  misdirection  by  the  under-sheriff,  before  whom  it  had  under-sheriff 
been  executed.     It  was  an  action  for  slander  on  an  attor-  ^f  damaJeT  wUi 
ney,   and   the  defendant  suffered  judgment  by   default.  2"^/??'  ?°* 
After  consulting  some  time,  the  jury  inquired  what  was  the  than  40«.,thatis 

1  #*i  1*1  ii^iii*"**  ground  for  a 

lowest  amount  of  damages  which  would  entitle  the  plain-  new  writ  of  in- 
tiff  to  costs.  The  under-sheriff  told  them  that  any  sum,  J^ja'^'ng'the' ^' 
however  low,  would,  under  the  circumstances,  entitle  the  amount  of  the 

verdict. 

plaintiff  to  costs.  The  jury,  accordingly,  found  a  verdict 
for  one  farthing.  It  was  now  contended,  that  although 
the  information  given  by  the  under-sheriff  to  the  jury  as 
to  costs  was  wrong,  according  to  the  provisions  of  21  Jac. 
c.  16,  s.  6,  yet  this  was  not  a  '^  misdirection*'  which  could 
be  considered  as  a  ground  for  making  the  present  rule  ab- 
solute. It  was  merely  an  intimation  as  to  costs,  over  which 
the  jury  had  no  jurisdiction. 

James,  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended  that  the  costs 
were  part  of  the  damages,  and,  therefore,  as  the  inquiry 
before  the  jury  was  as  to  the  amount  of  the  damages  to  be 
assessed,  the  incorrect  information  given  by  the  under- 
sheriff,  which  had  led  to  an  undue  diminution  of  costs, 
must  be  considered  as  a  misdirection.  He  cited  2  Tidd's 
Practice,  p.  979,  edit.  8,  and  Phillips  v.  Bacon  (a).  Per- 
haps the  under-sheriff  was  not  bound  to  give  the  jury  any 
information  on  the  subject  of  costs,  but  if  he  chose  to  give 
any,  he  was  bound  to  give  correct  information.  If  he  gave 
incorrect  information,  it  amounted  to  a  misdirection.  The 
present  rule  ought,  therefore^  to  be  made  absolute. 

(a)  9  East,  298. 
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writ  of  inquiry  in  this  case,  except  a  misdirection,  and 
in  order  to  constitute  a  misdirection,  it  is  necessary  that 
the  jury  should  have  received  wrong  information  on  some 
matter  which  is  directly  in  issue,  or  which  is  substantially 
connected  with  the  finding  on  the  issue. 

It  has  been  contended,  that  there  has  been  a  misdireC'- 
tion  on  two  grounds,  first,  that  the  costs  being  essentially 
part  of  the  damages,  they  are  directly  within  the  issue. 
If  that  is  so,  tlien,  wherever  a  judge  refuses  to  give  infor- 
mation to  a  jury  respecting  costs,  he  withholds  proper  in- 
formation from  them,  and  consequently  has  misdirected 
them.  Now  the  practice  is  inveterate,  and  supported  by 
the  highest  authority,  to  refuse  such  information.  I  shall 
not  therefore  disturb  it,  and  must  suppose  that  costs  and 
damages  for  this  purpose  are  quite  distinct  matters.  Then 
if  not  directly  within  the  issue,  are  the  costs  so  much  a 
part  of  the  issue  as  that,  to  give  the  jury  wrong  informa- 
tion respecting  them  constitutes  a  misdirection?  I  can 
conceive  some  cases  in  which  such  wrong  information 
might  mislead  the  jury,  but  let  us  see  whether  the  present 
is  such  a  case.  Here,  the  jury  asked  what  amount  of  da- 
mages would  carry  costs;  they  were  then  misinformed, 
and  told  that  any  sum  would  carry  costs.  Now,  if 
their  object  was  only  to  give  the  plaintiff  damages,  it 
was  still  left  open  to  them  to  give  whatever  damages  the 
plaintiff^  was  justly  entitled  to,  and  therefore  as  to  that 
particular  point  they  were  not  misled.  But  if  their  ob- 
ject was  to  give  such  an  amount  of  damages  as  would 
secure  to  the  plaintiff^  his  costs,  that  was  doing  what  they 
had  no  right  to  do.  Consequently,  the  wrong  information 
given  does  not  come  under  either  sort  of  misdirection  which 
I  at  first  adverted  to.  As  I  cannot  send  down  the  cause 
for  a  new  inquiry,  unless  there  was  a  clear  misdirection, 
the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


£A8T£R  TBRMi  1  VICT.  505 

1838. 

Ex  parte  Darbsll. 

c/.  JERVIS  moved^  on  the  part  of  an  articled  clerk  to  an  Wbcra  as  ti- 
attorney,  that  he  might  be  discharged  from  his  original  aderkhubteii 
articles,  and  that  other  articles  into  which  he  had  entered  i^^awSa* 
should  be  declared  valid  and  enrolled  accordingly.     The  *}»•  cjerkthip, 

.  1    1         1      .  1     ****  Court  al- 

attorney,  to  whom  he  had  been  originally  articled,  and  with  lowed  fresh 
whom  he  had  served  a  portion  of  his  clerkship,  had  become  loto  with 
insane.    The  effect  was,  that  the  articles  could  not  be  !°?^k!*!!I!* 

'  nejr  to  Dt  to* 

assigned.     He  had  been  articled  anew  to  the  partner  of  rolUd. 
his  late  master,  and  the  object  of  the  present  application 
was  to  render  that  binding  available. 

Williams,  J.,  made  an  order  to  the  effect  prayed. 

Order  accordingly. 


Apperley  0.  Morse. 

\jrALE  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  obtained  by  iMuejotoodia 
Gray  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit     It  was  a  la'miAm^tm! 
country  cause,  and  issue  was  joined  in  Michaelmas  Term.  '^^1^'  V'frbi 
The  plaintiff  gave  no  notice  of  trial.     The  rule  was  ob-  gWen,  it  k 
tained  in  the  present  term.     He  cited  Gough  v.  White  {a)^  to  move  for 
Smith  V.  MilUr  (6),  and  Evan$  v.  Barnard  (c).  ^i^fTnwiSt 

Id  the  followinf 

Grai/f  in  support  of  the  rule,  cited  Robinson  v.  Taj^  Zuut  Ttrm. 

ior  {(l). 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Williams,  J. — The  single  question  in  this  case  was, 
whether  a  rule  for  judgment,  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit  moved 
for  this  term  in  a  country  cause,  was  premature,  the  issue 
having  been  joined  in  Michaelmas  Term.    The  doubt  was, 

(«)  2  M.  &  W.  363.  (c)  3  M.  &  W.  276. 

(6)  Ante,  Vol.  6,  p.  154.  (<0  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  518. 

VOL.  vr.  MM  n.  p.  c* 
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whether  there  ought  not  to  be  two  entire  terms  between 
the  term  in  which  issue  was  joined,  and  the  term  in  which 
the  rule  was  moved  for ;  and  supposing  it  is  so,  it  was  said 
that  this  motion  was  premature,  as  Hilary  Term  would 
make  one  of  those  two  terms,  and  the  present  term  the 
other ;  and  that  next  term  would,  in  consequence,  be  the 
earliest  time  at  which  this  rule  could  be  moved  for.  The 
doubt  has  arisen  on  two  cases  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
to  which  reference  was  made  in  argument,  the  latter  of 
which,  Evans  v.  Barnard^  purports  to  reconsider  the  case 
of  Smith  V.  Miller.  Those  cases  certainly  do  seem  to 
shew  that  there  must  be  two  entire  terms  intenrening. 
However,  there  is  some  variation  as  to  the  supposed  rule 
when  applied  to  two  assizes  passing  over,  but  in  Evans  v, 
Barnard  that  was  certainly  restricted  to  the  case  where 
issue  was  joined  in  an  issuable  term.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  case  of  Robinson  v.  Taylor  was  referred  to,  which  was 
an  application  in  this  Court  before  my  Brother  Littledale. 
In  that  case,  which  was  a  country  cause,  the  issue  was 
joined  in  Easter  Vacation,  and  the  rule  was  moved  for  in 
Michaelmas  Term,  and  consequently  there  was  only  one 
entire  term  intervening,  and  my  Brother  Littledale  was  of 
opinion  that  the  motion  was  not  premature.  Of  course, 
nothing  can  well  be  more  immaterial  as  to  what  the  rule  is; 
but  it  is  very  material  that  it  should  be  settled  somehow 
for  the  ease  and  comfort  of  parties  making  these  applicar 
tiona  to  the  Court.  I  have  made  inquiry  of  the  other 
Judges  of  the  Court,  and  I  have  had  much  assistance  at 
to  the  practice  from  the  Masters  both  of  this  Court  and 
of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  I  have  also  spoken  to 
one  or  two  of  the  Barons  of  that  Court.  The  result  is, 
that  I  must  decide  that  in  a  country  cause  where  issue  is 
Joined  in  Michaelmas  Term,  the  motion  for  judgment  as 
in  ease  of  a  nonsuit  may  be  made  in  the  Easter  Term  fol- 
lowing, but  I  shall  not  express  my  opinion  beyond  this 
decision. 

Rule  absolute. 


BAtTM  TXBIf,  1  Tier.  <'MT 


P1SR8ON  V.  Chbisun. 

JOmJtNSEL  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  obtained  by-  imejoiotd  in 
WalUmger,  for  judgment  as  in  ease  of  a  nonsuit.  Issue  in'S^uuteM 
was  Joined  in  Michaelmas  Term^  but  no  notice  of  trial  ^^fT"'  ^^  ^ 

triu  not  Miiif 

giTen.  The  venue  was  in  London.  Mansil  submitted  tii^rm,  it  b  not 
that  the  cases  of  Faw  t.  M^CuUoeh  (a)^  and  Qough  r.  movt^jods* 
WhUe  {b),  shewed  that  the  present  application  was  too  ^^''l.^^t^ 
early,  as  two  full  terms  had  not  elapsed  after  issue  joined.  ^*  ^^'V 

WaUinger,  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended  that  those 
cases  only  decided  that  the  application  in  the  present  case 
would  be  too  early,  if  issue  had  been  joined  in  Michaelmas 
Vacation.  Here,  however,  issue  was  joined  in  Michaelmas 
Term,  and  therefore  those  cases  did  not  apply. 

Williams,  J. — The  present  application  appears  to  me 
to  be  regular.  In  the  former  case  cited,  the  issue  was 
Joined  in  Trinity  Vacation,  and  the  other  Judges,  as  well 
as  myself,  were*  of  opinion  that  an  issue  in  the  Tacation 
could  not  be  considered  as  of  the  preceding  term,  and 
therefore  it  was  too  early  to  move  for  judgment  as  in  case 
of  a  nonsuit  in  the  following  Hilary  Term.  Here,  how- 
erer,  the  issue  was  joined  in  Michaelmas  Term  itself,  and 
not  the  vacation  of  that  term,  and  therefore  I  think  the 
present  rule  has  been  properly  obtained. 

Rule  discharged  on  a  peremptory 
undertaking  (c). 

(e)  Aatc,  Vol.  5,  p.  586.  (h)  S  M.  ft  W.  am. 

(c)  See  Jfperksf  ▼•  Mrnn,  satSb  W- 
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1838. 

FiLBWooD  t.  Clement. 

Permitilng  a  t0AMES  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  obtained  by 

the  eiutody  WAUehurstf  for  discharging  the  defendant  out  of  custody, 

aiiaii»t*tTom  ^"^  Compelling  the  sheriff  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  applica- 

act.  M.hM  tion.    The  affidavits  disclosed  that  the  defendant  being  in 

been  lodged,  to  .  .  ^ 

ffoootofpriMii,  the  custody  of  the  sheriffs  of  Londoni  on  a  capias  at  the 
craipe,auSugh  '^^^  of  a  person  named  Holcroft,  a  ca.  sa.  at  the  suit  of  the 
ItaJriffwIi'***  plaintiff  Filewood,  was,  on  the  1st  of  January,  lodged  ftt 
caused  by  the  Secondary's  office.  The  latter  writ  was  by  mistake  enr 

miiuke.  , 

A  theriff,  tcrcd  in  a  book  kept  at  the  office,  in  which  writs  to  be  i«« 
no  rigbMo'^  turned  non  est  inventus  ought  to  be  entered.  The  pn^er 
retake  a  dc-       course  was  to  enter  it  in  the  index  book,  which  was  kept  in 

fendanti  and  ^  ^  *^ 

if  he  does,  the  order  to  ascertain  in  what  causes  the  prisoners  were  respect- 
a  nuimy,  °'  ively  detained.  A  notice  of  the  defendant  being  in  custody 
wiunofbewi  ^^^  indorsed  on  the  ca.  sa.  Holcroflt,  who,  it  appeared, 
objection  to  the  had  effected  the  arrest  of  the  defendant  with  a  friendly  pur» 
diicbarge.  pose,  in  order  that  he  might  take  the  benefit  of  the  insol- 

vent act,  finding  that  opposition  was  probable,  withdrew  the 
capias.  This  was  on  the  8th  of  January,  and  on  the  even- 
ing of  that  day,  the  gaoler  having  searched  the  index 
bookj  and  found  no  detainer  against  the  defendant^  com- 
pelled the  latter  to  leave  the  prison.  The  error  in  the 
entry  was  discovered  the  next  morning.  A  fiat  in  bank- 
ruptcy had  issued  against  the  defendant  on  the  Slat  of 
December,  and  on  the  lOtli  of  January,  he  surrendered, 
and  duly  obtained  his  protection  pursuant  to  6  Geo.  4j 
€•  16.  On  his  way  to  the  bankrupt  cour^,  for  the  purpose 
of  attending  the  committee,  on  the  llth  of  January,  he 
was  re-taken  on  a  warrant  issued  by  the  sheriff 'under  the 
ca.  ia#  An  application  was  made  on  the  19th  of  March, 
at  chambers,  to  discharge  the  defendant  out  of  custody. 
The  learned  judge  refused  to  interfere,  on  th^round  of 
the  delay  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in  mafifl||t  bis  ap« 
plication.  The  present  rule  was  obtained  on  the  ^th  of 
April. 
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James  now  contended  that  the  application  was  too  late.         1838. 
^  He  cited  Fownes  v.  Siokes  (a).  Supposing  the  Court  to  be      ^u^^^^on 
of  opinion,  that  the  application  was  not  too  late,  the  ques-  v* 

lion  then  arose,  as  to  whether  this  was  a  negligent  escape  or 
nor.  If  it  was  a  negligent  escape,  the  sheriff  had  a  right 
to  retake  the  defendant.  It  was  submitted  that,  under 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  this  must  be  considered  as 
a  negligent  escape,  because  it  arose  from  a  mere  mis- 
take in  entering  the  writ  in  a  wrong  book*  He  cited 
Bonafous  v.  Walker  (6),  where  it  was  held,  that  an  escape 
from  the  rules  of  the  King's  Bench  Prison,  without  the 
Marsbars  knowledge,  is  not  a  voluntary  escape.  Here 
it  could  not  be  contended,  that  the  escape  had  been  ef- 
fected with  the  knowledge  of  the  sheriff,  because,  in  con- 
sequence  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  person  in  the 
office,  proper  means  had  not  been  taken  to  let  the  sheriff 
know  that  the  defendant  was  actually  in  custody.  For 
these  reasons,  the  present  rule  ought  to  discharged* 

W/iiiehurst  in  support  of  the  rule  contended,  that  with 
respect  to  the  delay  imputed  to  the  defendant,  the  pro* 
cess  on  which  the  arrest  had  been  efTected  being  final,  the 
delay  was  immaterial.  He  cited  Barrait  v.  Price  (c).  Smith 
V.  Sandys  (rf),  Mortimer  r.  Piggott  {e),  and  Tarber  v. 
French  (/)•  As  to  the  second  point,  it  was  submitted 
that  this  escape  must  be  regarded  as  voluntary.  It  could 
not  be  said  here,  to  have  been  against  the  will  of  the  she« 
riff,  which  was  essential  to  constitute  a  negligent  escape. 
On  the  contrary,  thcgaoler  had  compelled  the  defendant 
to  go  out  of  prison.  He  cited  Atkinson  v.  Jameson  (jf), 
tlatenscrofi  v.  Eyles  (A),  and  Allanson  \.  Butler  (t). 

Cur  adv.  vult* 

{a)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  125.  (/)  4  Ad.  &  El.  362. 

{h)  8  T.&  126.  (g)  5  T.  R.  25. 

<c)  Antl^L  1,  p.  725.  (A)  2  Wils.  294. 

((0  Ante,  p.  192.  (i)  1  Sid.  330. 
(e)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  615. 
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Williams,  J.^^This  -was  an  application  to  discharge 
the  defendant  out  of  custody,  and  to  compel  the  sberifr 
t.  to  psy  the  costs  of  the  application.    It  appears,  that  the 

defendant  was  arrested,  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  capias,  at  Che 
suit  of  a  person  named  Holcroft,  on  the  4ih  of  November. 
On  the  Ist  of  January,  a  writ  of  ca.  sa.  was  lodged  in  the 
Secondary's  office  at  the  suit  of  the  present  piaintifP.  By 
mistalce,  no  entry  was  made  of  the  latter  writ  in  the  hidet 
book,  which  is  kept  for  the  convenience  of  the  office.  On 
the  8th  of  January,  the  defendant  was  discharged  in  the 
suit  at  the  instance  of  Holcroft,  and  he  was  then  let  out  of 
custody  by  the  gaoler.  This  was  occasioned  by  there  being 
no  entry  of  the  ca.  sa.  in  the  index  book.  On  the  9th  of 
January  the  mistake  was  discovered,  and  on  the  lltb«  be 
was  retaken  on  a  warrant  of  the  sheriflf.  At  that  time 
be  was  under  the  protection  of  a  fiat  of  bankruptcy,  to 
he  was  in  the  course  of  examination  by  the  oommissioneni. 
Several  points  were  discussed  during  the  argument,  whiobi 
it  seems  to  me,  are  not  essential  to  the  consideration  of 
this  case.  The  material  question  first  is,  whether  this 
was  an  escape*  No  doubt  that  it  was  an  escape.  Whe- 
ther he  was  turned  out  or  let  out  is  immaterial,  as  he 
went  out  The  question  then  is,  what  sort  of  an  escape 
it  was ;  whether  it  was  voluntary  or  negligent.  In  Mr. 
Impey*s  book  on  the  Office  of  Sherifi*,  page  167,  that 
author  says,  "  negligent  escape  is  where  one  is  arrested, 
and  afterwards  escapes  against  the  will  of  him  that  iir- 
rested  him  or  had  him  in  custody,  and  is  not  pursued  by 
a  fresh  suit,  and  taken  again  before  the  party  pursuing 
hath  lost  sight  of  him.'*  That  is  a  fair  and  reasonable  de^ 
finition  of  what  is  negligent;  and  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
facts  of  the  case  here  exclude  the  idea  of  this  being  a  ne- 
gligent escape.  It  cannot  be  said  that  this  man  escaped 
against  the  will  of  the  sheriff*,  because,  unquestionably, 
the  gaoler  either  turned  him  out  or  let  him  out,  strictly 
with  his  consent.    And  this  point,  I  find,  has  been  under 
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consideration  in  Wilkinion  ▼.  SaUer  and  Anothet  (a). 
There,  the  escape  was  hy  the  appointment  of  a  person 
in  execution  to  be  turnkey  in  the  prison.  Lord  Hard^ 
vfieke  there  saidi  **  here  is  plain  evidence  of  an  escape,  the 
only  question  is,  whether  this  is  a  voluntary  or  a  negligent 
escape*  For,  if  it  is  a  negligent  escape»  the  sheriff  may  joa- 
tify  by  recaption,  but,  if  it  be  a  voluntary  escape,  he  may 
not  justify;  and  this  appears  to  me  to  be  a  voluntary  escapoi 
for,  as  he  has  been  trusted  with  the  keys  of  the  prison^  be 
may  go  out  when  he  will."  His  Lordship  there  was 
of  opinion,  that  this  was  clearly  a  voluntary  escape.  The 
question  then  is,  what  is  to  be  the  result  of  this  escape, 
as  far  as  the  rights  of  the  parties  are  concerned.  There 
was  formerly  a  question  as  to  the  right  of  the  execution 
creditor,  under  such  circumstances,  to  retake  the  defend- 
ant* That  is,  however,  now  set  at  rest  by  the  8  &  9  Will. 
8,  c.  S7,  s.  7,  as  by  that  section  it  is  provided,  *'  that  if 
any  prisoner  committed  in  execution  to  either  or  any  of 
the  said  respective  prisons,  shall  escape  from  thence  by 
any  ways  or  means  howsoever,  the  creditor  or  creditors  at 
whose  suit  such  prisoner  was  charged  in  execution  at  the 
time  of  his  escape,  shall  or  may  retake  such  prisoner  by 
any  new  caipias  or  capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  or  sue  forth 
any  other  kind  of  execution  on  the  judgment,  as  if  the  body 
of  such  prisoner  had  never  been  taken  in  execution." 
Then  the  question  is  as  to  the  right  of  the  sheriff  to  re- 
take him.  In  the  case  of  AUanson  v.  Butler  (6),  the  Court 
says,  **  if  the  party  in  execution  escapes  through  negli- 
gence, he  may  be  retaken  either  by  the  sheriff  or  by  the 
plaintiff;  but  if  he  escapes  voluntarily  on  the  part  of  the 
sheriff,  the  sheriff  cannot  retake  him,  but  the  plaintiff 
can."  Lord  Hardmcke  in  Wilkinson  v.  Salter,  already 
referred  to,  makes  similar  remarks.  The  case  of  Feather* 
Mtonehavgh  v.  Aikimon  (c)  is  to  the  same  effect.     Ravene* 

(a)  Css.  Temp.  Hardwicke,  Sia  {h)  Sid.  330. 

(c)  Bamss,  378. 
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crqfi  ▼•  Eylea  (a),  recognised  the  same  principle.  In  Ai* 
kinson  v.  Jameson  {b),  Lord  Kenyan  laid  down  the  tame 
principle.  My  opinion,  thereforei  being  that  the  escape 
here  was  roluntary,  the  sheriff  had  no  right  to  retake  the 
defendant,  and,  consequently,  such  retaking  was  purely 
Toid.  The  defendant  has  thus  been  wrongfully  in  custody 
from  that  time.  An  objection  was  taken,  that  as  this 
proceeding  was  an  irregularity,  it  ought  to  have  been  more 
promptly  brought  before  the  Court,  and  that  the  delay 
ought  to  operate  against  the  defendant,  so  as  to  prevent 
his  discharge.  I  think  that  cannot  be,  as  he  has  not  been 
in  legal  custody  for  one  hour,  for  the  whole  proceeding 
was  a  nullity.  In  such  a  case,  the  lapse  of  time  does  not 
waive  the  objection,  and  I  am  bound  to  give  him  the  ad* 
vantage  of  it.  In  Mortimer  v.  Pigott  (c)  it  was  held,  that 
where  a  defendant  is  in  custody  under  a  writ  which  is  a 
nullity,  the  lapse  of  time  does  not  waive  his  right  to  apply 
for  his  discharge.  In  my  opinion,  the  rule  ought  to  be 
made  absolute  for  his  discharge,  but  without  costs,  unless 
he  undertakes  to  bring  no  action.  If  he  will  give  that  un« 
dertaking,  the  rule  may  be  absolute  with  costs* 


Rule  absolute  accordingly^ 

(•)  2  Will.  294.  (6)  5  T.  R.  25. 

(f)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  615. 


The  Court  will 
not  tummarily 
•nfercs  an  un- 
dertaking given 
by  an  attorney 
who  it  alfo  a 
solicitor,  in  a 
toit  in  Clian- 
ccry. 


In  re  Garland. 

JlALMER  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  obtained  by 
Kelly,  requiring  Garland,  an  attorney  of  the  Court,  toper- 
form  his  undertaking.  It  appeared  that  a  person  named 
Croxford  had  contracted  to  sell  certain  real  property  to 
a  person  named  Elgar.  Some  delay  arising  on  te!ialf  of 
the  vendee,  the  vendor  filed  a  bill  for  specific  performance 
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of  the  agreement  of  sale.    An  answer  not  having  been        1888. 

duly  put  in,  Elgar  was  in  contempt,  and  in  order  to  _' 

III  fi0 

prevent  an  attachment,  Garland,  his  solicitor,  who  was  also  Gaelahd. 
an  attorney  of  this  Court,  gave  his  undertaking  to  pay 
certain  costs  in  the  suit*  Croxford  was  afterwards  con- 
victed of  felony  and  transported  for  fourteen  years ;  and 
the  present  application  was  made  at  the  instance  of  Grid"- 
ley,  the  solicitor  of  Croxford,  to  compel  the  performance 
of  Garland^s  undertaking.  Palmer  contended,  first,  that 
as  Croxford  was  a  convicted  felon,  he  could  not  appoint 
an  attorney,  and  therefore  Gridley  had  no  locus  standi  in 
Court ;  and  secondly^  that  as  the  undertaking  had  been 
given  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  the  proper  remedy  against 
Garland  must  be  sought  in  that  Court. 

Keltjf  was  heard  in  support  of  his  rule. 

Cur.  adv.  vult* 

Williams,  J. — ^This  was  an  application  against  Gar- 
land, an  attorney  of  this  Court,  on  a  rule  to  shew  cause 
why  he  should  not  pay  to  Croxford,  or  his  attorney, 
certain  costs  pursuant  to  his  undertaking,  and  why  be 
should  not  complete  a  purchase  according  to  that  under- 
taking. It  appeared  on  the  affidavits,  that  Croxford  was 
possessed  of  a  small  real  property  which  he  wished  to 
dispose  of,  and  that  Elgar,  who  was  Garland's  client,  be- 
came the  purchaser  or  rather  attempted  to  become  so. 
Some  delay  took  place  as  to  the  title  of  the  property^  and 
a  bill  was  filed  in  Chancery  by  Croxford  against  Elgar  for 
a  specific  performance  of  the  agreement  of  sale.  For 
some  cause,  Elgar  did  not  put  in  an  answer  to  the  bill, 
and  thus  he  was  in  contempt,  and  an  attachment  issued 
to  compel  him  to  put  in  an  answer.  For  the  purpose  of 
getting  rid  of  the  attachment,  Garland  gave  the  under- 
taking in  question,  to  pay  the  costs  and  to  complete  the 


ffl4 
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pfurcbase.  It  further  appeared  on  the  aflidayttSf  tbiEit  in 
that  state  of  things  Crozford  was  convicted  of  felony,  and 
was  transported  for  fourteen  years.  Long  subsequent  to 
that  time  this  application  was  made,  and  the  question  it^ 
whether  the  undertaking  can  be  enforced  as  against  Gar-^ 
land  ?  Supposing  it  was  possible  to  draw  a  line  at  the 
point  where  the  undertaking  was  given,  and  that  the  sub- 
sequent conviction  for  felony  would  not  affect  the  right  of 
the  attorney  of  the  convict  to  appear  in  Court  at  all,  on 
which  points  I  say  nothing,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that 
this  rule  cannot  be  made  absolute.  It  appears  on  the 
affidavits  and  on  the  undertaking  itself,  that  Garland  is  m 
solicitor  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  as  well  as  an  attorney 
of  this  Court.  That  undertaking,  therefore,  whether  or 
not  it  can  be  avoided  by  what  has  subsequently  taken 
place,  is,  at  all  events,  an  undertaking  given  in  a  matter 
in  Chancery,  and  one  over  which  the  Court  of  Chancery 
has  jurisdiction ;  and  I  must  assume  that  if  any  thing  has 
been  done  wrong,  the  Court  of  Chancery  will  enforce  it. 
I  think  that  I  have  no  business  to  meddle  in  the  matter, 
and  that  if  there  is  any  remedy  at  all  against  Garland  under 
the  circumstances,  on  which  point  I  give  no  opinion,  it  is  in 
the  Court  of  Chancery. 

Rule  discharged* 


Morris  v*  James. 

JSuTT  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  defend- 
ant's attorney  should  not  give  security  for  the  debt  and 
costs  claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  in  the  event  of  a  verdict 
being  recovered  by  him.     The  facts  disclosed  in  the  affi- 

.„ „ ....        davit  supporting  the  application  were,  that  when  it  was 

enttiNijnip^-  proposed  to  serve  the  defendant  with  process,  his  attorney 

•nee  io  due 

tiflie,  tbe  Court  wiU  not  compel  the  Utter  to  give  security  for  the  debt  and  coitt  conditional  on  the 

plaintiff's  obtaining  a  TtrSict. 


V7here  a  plain* 
tiff  is  impro- 
perly delayed 
In  his  action,  in 
consequence  of 
the  defendant's 
attorney  not 
fttlfilKng  his 
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interfered  and  gave  his  undertaking  to  enter  an  appear- 
ance, in  order  to  prevent  the  personal  service  from  being 
effected.  Different  facts  were  stated  which  tended  to 
•hew  that  in  consequence  of  the  attorney's  delay  in  enter* 
ing  the  appearance,  the  plaintiff*  had  been  prevented  from 
trying  his  cause  at  the  last  assizes,  and  that  now,  in  the 
event  of  obtaining  a  verdict,  the  insolvent  state  of  the  de* 
fendant  would  most  probably  prevent  his  ever  obtaining 
any  fruits  of  it. 

W1LLIAM89  J.*^— No  precedent  has  been  shewn  for  such 
an  application  as  the  present,  and  I  certainly  am  aware  of 
none.  It  seems  to  me,  that  if  there  is  any  remedy,  it  is 
against  the  attorney  on  his  undertaking,  and  that  must,  of 
coarse,  be  an  application  in  a  different  form. 

Rule  refused. 

Reg.  t'.  Mattey. 

xTRA  Y  applied  for  an  attachment  for  non-payment  of  A  dem«id  of 
costs  pursuant  to  the  Master's  allocatur.    The  rule  on  Jbe'roU^^^ 
which  the  Master  had  allowed  the  costs,  required  them,  Pfy?****  ?  • 

^  '       ^  '  high-theriir, 

when  taxed,  to  be  paid  to  the  late  high-sheriff^  of  the  mtde  under 
county  of  Bucks.     The  high-sheriff"  having  gone  out  of  ofa^werof 
office,  a  power  of  attorney  to  demand  the  costs  pursuant  to  Jui^'Jby  Ae' 

the  rule,  was  executed  by  the  under-sheriff^  after  the  high*  under-iheriff 

^  ^      after  the  high- 

sheriff*  had  left  office.     Under  the  authority  of  this  power  iheriff  hat  gone 

of  attorney,  a  demand  of  the  costs  was  made,  and  the  de-  sufficient  to'  ' 

fendant  refused  to  pay  them.     Gray  contended  that  the  "J^'^*\ 

power  of  attorney  so  executed  after  the  high-sheriff^  had 

gone  out  of  office,  war  sufficient,  in  the  same  manner  that 

an  assignment  of  a  bail-bond,  under  similar  circumstances, 

would  be  good. 

Williams,  J. — I  think  the  attachment  ought  to  go. 

Rule  granted. 
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Ex  parte  Bayley. 

Tiiei5tb^  JV.H.  WATSON  modern  application  on  the  part.iof 
by  11  Geo.  4  &  an  articled  clerk«  for  leave  to  insert  bis  name  in  the  list  of 
8.6,iteoiii^-     persons  seeking  to  be  admitted  as  attornies  in  Trinity 

SJ^of  EaSS  ^®™'  ®y  *  ^*8-  ^^"*  ^'  T.  6  W.  4  (a),  it  was  ordered 
Terai,Mniigon  <<  tbat  three  days  at  least  before  the  commencement  of  the 
aa«Hvei7,tbree  term  next  preceding  that  in  which  any  person  not  before 
isS  Ai^  ^'  admitted  shall  propose  to  be  admitted  an  attorney  of  either 
oftbenoticei     of  the  Courts,  he  shall  cause  to  be  delivered  at  the  Maa* 

ibr  tns  sdiDis* 

tkmof  an  attor-  ter*s  or  Prothonotary's  officei  as  the  case  may  be,  instead 
tobt  tVafflcient  of  aflSxing  the  same  on  the  walls  of  the  Courts  as  now  re* 
MnpiUnct  witb  quired,  the  usual  written  notices.*'  In  the  present  caae» 
hTt.  s  W{iL4.  the  notices  had  not  been  delivered  in  due  time,  if  Sunday 

the  15th  was  to  be  construed  as  the  first  day  of  Easter 
Term,  as  they  had  been  delivered  three  days  before  the 
18th  of  April ;  but  they  had  been  delivered  in  due  time,  if 
Wednesday  the  18th  was  considered  as  the  first  day  of 
the  term.  Great  uncertainty  existed  as  to  which  of  those 
days  ought  to  be  considered  the  first  day  of  the  term^  for 
doubts  had  arisen  with  respect  to  the  construction  to  be 
put  on  the  1 1  Geo.  4  &  1  W.  4,  c.  70,  s.  6,  in  connexion 
with  1  W.  4,  c.  S,  s.  3,  &  Reg,  Gen.  H.  T.  2  W.  4,  (*)• 
Under  these  circumstances,  it  was  submitted,  that  the  no- 
tices ought  to  be  considered  as  delivered  in  due  time  pur* 
suant  to  the  rule  of  court. 

Williams,  J. — I  think  the  notice  is  suflBcient. 

Application  granted^ 

(fl)  Ants,  Vol  4,  p.  6:4.  (b)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  423. 
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Ex  parte  Lyon  s. 

MaNSEL  applied  on  the  25th  of  April,  that  an  articled  Whm  the 
clerk  named  Lyons  might  be  allowed  to  give  in  the  an-  jwrtoran 
Bwera  pursuant  to  Reg.  Gen.  E.  T.  6  Will  4  (a),  nunc  pro  Ji^^  JiJ[ 
tune*  The  aflSdavit,  on  whichj  the  application  was  founded  ^  ^!^f '^ 
Stated  that  the  applicant  had  been  articled  to  his  father,  ReK.Gco.E.T. 
and  served  the  whole  five  years.     Mr.  Lyons  bad  expected  bMo  cauied  by 
his  father  in  town  on  the  18th  of  April,  but  be  did  not  iJ^^^fSJj* 
arrive  before  the  S2nd  of  the  month.     The  Secretary  of  attorocy  with 
the  Law  Institution  had  fixed  Saturday  the  21st  as  the  artkiet  wert 
last  day  for  receiving  the  answers.    As  they  could  not  be  CDurtwuTaiiow 
nrdcured  without   the  father*s  presence  in  London,  of  J***™  to  be  •«« 

10  nuM  pro 

course,  the  rule  could  not  be  strictly  complied  with.  Im-  tunc. 
mediately  after  the  father's  return  the  answers  were  pro- 
cured, and  tendered  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Law  Institu- 
tion. That  gentleman,  however,  declined  receiving  them, 
without  the  authority  of  the  Court.  It  appeared,  that  the 
examination  would  take  place  on  the  1st  of  May. 

WiLUAMS,  J.— I  think  the  application  is  reasonable : 
the  Mswers  may  now  be  sent  in. 

Application  granted, 
(a)  Ante,  Vol.  6»  p.  1. 


Walter  v.  Nicholson. 

fV.H.  WATSON  moved  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  Tbe  ivtitctUm 

for  a  rule  nisi  under  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  58,  s.  1  (the  Inter-  tln^X^^* 

pleader  Act).     It  was  an  action  against  the  sheriff  of  Dur-  JlJjJ^jJ^^f'' 

ham  for  negligence  in  the  sale  of  certain  goods  seixed  un«  to  aetioiu&r 

der  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.    The  affidavit  of  the  defendant  stated,  ^^Sm^^ 

that  he  claimed  no  interest  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  . 
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It98.       suit,  and  that  he  expected  to  be  sued  by  the  assignee  of 
Waltbe      ^^^  bankrupt  from  whom  the  warrant  of  attorney  support- 
_     ••  inff  the  judgment  and  execution  had  been  obtained*    The 

affidavit  contained  the  usual  denial  of  collusion  required  by 
section  1.  The  claim  here  was  for  unliquidated  damages, 
and  it  might  be  a  matter  of  doubt  whether  such  a  clmfan 
was  within  the  meaning  of  section  1  of  the  Interpleador 
Act.  The  words  of  the  section  were  in  the  preamble  ap-* 
plicable  to  **  a  person  sued  at  law  for  the  recovery  of  m€h 
ney  or  goods  wherein  he  has  no  interest  ;**  and  by  the 
enacting  part  of  the  section  the  applicant  is  required  to 
swear  that  he  *'  is  ready  to  bring  into  Court,  or  to  pay  of 
dispose  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  account  in  such  man- 
ner as  the  Court  (or  any  judge  thereof)  may  order  or  di- 
rect/* There  might  be  some  difficulty  in  considering  this 
claim  as  money  or  goods,  or  in  the  defendant  swearing 
himself  to  be  ready  to  bring  into  Court,  or  to  pay  or  dis* 
pose  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  action,  since  the  amount 
of  damages  to  which  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  must 
depend  on  the  verdict  of  a  jury. 

Williams,  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  the  provisions  con- 
tained in  section  1  of  this  act  clearly  refer  to  claims  to 
property  in  its  nature  distinct  and  tangible,  and  not  to  a 
claim  like  the  present,  which  consists  only  of  unliquidated 
damages.    I  think,  therefore,  I  ought  not  to  grant  a  rule. 

Rule  refused. 


Dob  d.  Avery  v.  Roe. 
WlimsateuRT-  JR,  V.  RICHARDS  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  ob- 

nfy   wbs  if  tl|9    -     , 

•ttfMiof  wItBCM  tJEiined  by  Buii,  calling  on  an  attorney  of  the  Court  to  shew 

pKTt  of  s  Ifsw,  If  tfterwardfl  concerned  for  the  tenent  in  an  action  of  ejectment  brouffbt  by  tbo 
lea^,  t)M|  Coort  %rW,  notwithstanding,  compel  him  to  malce  an  affldaTic  of  the  ejcecution  of  tbe 
cwlkitfrMftff  ia  euf port  of  «n  application  for  the  utotl  landlord'a  rule,  under  1  Oco^  4^  &  S7,  a.  4* 
QMimr»  whedMti  the  sffidavit  of  tbe  attesting  witness  in,  in  ev€ty  case  of  toch  an  appGcatloa, 
indlipciiMMe. 


Rom. 
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eaute  why  he  should  not,  within  three  days,  make  an  afB* 
davit  of  the  execution  of  the  counterpart  of  a  lease,  and 
pay  the  costs  of  the  application.  An  action  of  ejectment 
had  been  brought  by  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  against  his 
tenant  for  the  recovery  of  certain  premises  held  by  the 
latter.  The  lessor  being  desirous  of  obtaining  the  usual 
landlord's  rule  under  1  Geo.  4,  c.S?,  s.  1,  an  application 
was  made  to  the  attesting  witness  of  the  counterpart  of  the 
lease  to  swear  to  the  due  execution  of  that  instrument 
The  attesting  witness  having  now  become  the  attorney  for 
the  tenant,  he  declined  making  the  affidavit  immediately, 
but  requested  the  delay  of  a  week.  An  affidavit  of  the 
execution  was  accordingly  prepared,  and  at  the  expiration 
of  the  week  it  was  tendered  to  the  attorney,  in  order  that 
he  might  swear  it.  This  he  refused  to  do,  and  the  pre* 
sent  rule  was  accordingly  obtained.  It  was  submitted, 
that  the  present  application  was  an  attempt  to  extend  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  further  than  any  precedent  war^ 
ranted.  The  Courts  had  never  been  much  inclined  to 
compel  persons  to  make  affidavits.  The  only  cases  where 
such  an  interference  had  taken  place,  were  those  in  which 
proceedings  would  be  rendered  totally  inoperative,  unless 
such  affidavits  were  made,  as  for  instance,  where  it  became 
necessary  to  prove  the  execution  of  warrants  of  attorney, 
or  of  submissions  to  arbitration.  But,  in  the  present  in* 
stance,  all  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  sought  was  to 
avail  himself  of  the  extraordinary  security  given  by  the 
statute  in  question.  Whether  he  obtained  this  security  or 
not,  the  proceedings  in  the  action  of  ejectment  might 
equally  be  carried  on.  The  plaintiff  would  be  equally 
capable  of  recovering  his  premises,  which  recovery  was 
the  substantial  object  of  the  action.  Again,  it  could  not 
be  considered  that  such  a  step  need  be  taken  on  behalf  of 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  for  it  appeared  from  the  case  of 
Doe  d.  Gowland  v.  Roe  (a),  that  in  order  to  obtain  the 

(a)  Ante,  p.d5. 
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1838.  usual  landlord's  rule  provided  by  1  Geo.  4,  c.  87^  s.  I,  th^ 
execution  of  the  lease  may  be  proved  by  the  affidavit  of  a 
person  who  is  not  the  attesting  witness. 

Buii,  in  support  of  the  rule,  submittedi  that  the  Court 
had  clearly  authority  to  interfere  in  the  manner  required 
in  the  present  case.  If  this  rule  were  not  made  absolutOt 
the  attorney  would  in  fact  defeat  the  object  of  the  statute. 
As  to  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Gowland  v.  Roe^  there,  the  affi* 
davit  was  made  by  a  person,  who  had  seen  the  executioo 
of  the  instrument,  although  not  by  the  attesting  witness. 
According  to  the  general  rules  of  evidence^  the  affidavit  of 
the  attesting  witness  ought  to  be  produced^  and  if  this 
was  to  be  considered  as  an  exception  to  those  rules,  it  was 
incumbent  on  the  other  side  to  shew  why.  In  the  case  of 
Weston  V.  Faulkner  (a),  the  Court  compelled  a  subscribing 
witness  to  make  an  affidavit  of  the  execution  of  an  instiii* 
ment  attested  by  her.  That  was  the  case  of  a  bond.  In 
the  case  of  Jones  v.  Knight  (6),  the  Court  would  not  allow 
judgment  to  be  entered  up  on  an  old  warrant  of  attorney 
without  an  affidavit  of  the  attesting  witness,  or  an  affidavit 
verifying  his  hand-writing ;  although  an  affidavit  verifying 
the  hand-writing  of  the  defendant,  and  an  acknowledg- 
ment on  the  part  of  the  latter  of  his  signature  were  pro* 
duced.  There,  Abbots  C.  J.,  said, ''  that  will  not  dispense 
with  the  necessity  of  an  affidavit  on  the  part  of  the  attest- 
ing witness.  In  an  action  upon  a  bond,  proof  of  the  ac- 
knowledgment by  the  defendant  that  it  is  his  deed  will 
not  do.*'  Again,  in  Clark  v.  Elwick  (c),  the  Court  made  ab- 
solute a  rule  upon  a  witness  upon  a  submission  to  arbitra- 
tion, to  make  affidavit  of  the  execution.  These  cases  clearly 
■hewed,  both  the  necessity  for  obtaining  the  affidavit  of 
the  attesting  witness,  and  the  practice  of  the  Court  to  in* 
terfere  in  the  manner  required.  Under  these  circumstances, 

(fl)  1  Price,  308.  (h)  1  Chit,  Rep.  743.  (c)  I  Sir.  1. 
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it  was  hoped,  that  the  Court  would  interfere  to  compel  18S8. 
tbe  attorney  to  do  that  which  in  point  of  justice  he  was 
bound  to  do.  With  respect  to  the  costs  of  the  application^ 
as  the  attorney  had  misconducted  himself  in  this  manner  by 
refusing  to  make  the  required  affidavit,  it  was  but  just  that 
he  should  pay  them. 

Cur.  adv*  vult. 

Williams,  J. — This  was  a  rule  to  shew  cause,  why  an 
attorney  should  not  be  called  on,  within  three  days,  to 
make  an  affidavit  of  the  execution  of  the  counterpart  of  a 
lease,  and  why  he  should  not  pay  the  costs  of  the  appli* 
cation.  It  was  the  affidavit  of  the  attesting  witness  which 
was  wanted  for  the  purpose  of  founding  on  it  an  appli- 
cation by  the  lessor  of  the  plaintifi^  for  the  usual  rule 
under  the  statute  1  Geo.  4,  c.  87,  s.  1.  This  rule  was 
resisted,  partly  on  the  ground  that  it  would  be  extend- 
ing the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  further  than  it  had 
ever  yet  been  carried,  and  partly  because  it  was  unne* 
cessary,  as  it  was  said  not  to  be  requisite  to  have  the 
affidavit  of  the  attesting  witness  to  the  execution  of  the 
lease.  If  it  was  a  question  simply  whether  the  affida- 
vit of  the  attesting  witness  were  indispensably  necessary, 
I  should  have  much  difficulty  in  deciding  this  case*  In 
the  case  of  Doe  d.  Gowlandv.  Roe,  the  affidavits  in  which 
case  I  have  seen,  and  also  in  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Mayor  of 
Rotherham  v.  Morgan  (/i),  the  affidavits  in  which  case 
I  have  also  seen,  the  application  for  the  tenant  to  find 
the  usual  security  was  made  successfully,  although  the 
affidavit  of  the  attesting  witnesses  to  the  leases  were  not 
produced.  In  both  these  cases  the  attesting  witnesses 
were  unwilling  to  make  the  affidavits  which  was  the  only 
cause  for  their  not  being  produced,  and  it  was  not  be* 
cause  the  witnesses  were  out  of  the  realm  or  dead.  Those 

(a)  Aate,  Vol.  3,  p.  690. 
VOL.  VI,  N  N  D.  P.  C. 
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1838.        cases,  tliereforei  were  precisely  like  the  present ;  but  ia 
both,  although  the  ordinary  method  of  proof  was  notcom^ 
plied  with,  there  was  a  person  present  at  the  execution 
of  the  lease  and  who  could  attest  it     I  need  not  say  that 
if  that  had  occurred  on  the  trial  of  an  action  on  the  leatet 
the  plaintiff  must  have  been  nonsuited,  if  he  had  not  called 
the  attesting  witness,  or  had  not  accounted  for  his  ab- 
sence ;  and  that  it  would  have  been  the  same  had  there 
been  any  number  of  persons  produced  who  were  present 
mt  the  execution.    If  that  therefore  was  the  only  question, 
I  should  have  much  difficulty  in  deciding  this  case,  for, 
if  once  we  depart  from  the  strict  rules  of  evidence,  I  do  not 
know  where  we  are  to  stop ;  and  I  cannot  say  that  neces- 
sarily there  must  be  the  affidavit  of  one  Who  was  present 
at  the  execution.     However,  that  point  shall  not  assist 
the  attorney  who  was  the  attesting  witness  in  this  case  ( 
for  if  a  person  becomes  willingly  the  party  to  the  execu- 
tion of  an  instrument,  he  ought  not,  because  he  subse- 
quently  becomes  the  partisan  of  another  by  being  his  at- 
torney, or  because  he  is  out  of  humour,  to  be  allowed  to 
frustrate  the  remedy  which  a  third  person  has  on  the  in- 
strument.  It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Rickardtf  that  in  cases  of 
warrants  of  attorney  and  of  submissions  to  arbitration,  the 
Court  would  undoubtedly  compel  an  attorney  who  was 
the  attesting  witness  to  the  execution,  to  depose  to  that 
fact  s  but  that  was,  because,  in  those  cases  there  would 
otherwise   be  a   total  failure  of  a  party's   remedy,   un- 
less  the  affidavit  of  the  execution  was  made ;   whereas 
in  this  case,  no  such  result  would  be  the  consequence, 
as  the  action  of  ejectment  would  still  proceed   in   the 
ordinary  way.    But  I  do  not  see  that  distinction.     Here, 
there  would  be  a  total  and  entire  failure  of  a  remedy 
given  by  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  Parliament  made  for 
the  benefit  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  unless  this  lease  is 
proved.   It  is  therefore  too  much  to  drive  us  to  the  apices 
juris,  to  see  if  the  proof  by  the  attesting  witness  or  by 
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another  person  is  sufficient.  There  is  no  reasoni  there-  1838. 
fore^  why  this  attorney  should  not  be  compelled  to  malce 
this  affidavit.  The  rule  must  be  absolute  as  to  both  the 
facts ;  for,  a  reasonable  and  fair  application  having  been 
madoi  and  a  peremptory  and  studied  refusal  given,  the  at- 
torney must  in  consequence  pay  the  costs  of  this  rule. 

Rule  absolute. 


Dob  d.  Allanson  p.  Canfibld  and  Wife. 
jR  YLAND  applied  for  an  attachment  against  the  two  Although  hui. 

1    <«      1  •       1  f  t*  \iWidk  and  wife 

defendants  m  the  present  case,  for  non-payment  of  costs  nay  be  parties 
pursuant  to  the  Master's  allocatur.     Several  attempts  had  iJJiIchmint^for 

been  made  to  serve  both  husband  and  wife,  but  the  former  non-payment 

,    ,  11  /.I  .  1  °*^  *^"'*  ^'^^^ 

bad  managed  to  keep  out  of  the  way,  so  as  to  avoid  ser-  not  be  granted 

vice.    Personal  service  had,  howeveri  been  effiscted  on  uftter.'' 

the  wife.    The  question  was,  how  the  rule  in  the  present 

case  should  be  moulded. 

Williams,  J. — It  appears  to  me  that,  although  the  wife 
is  a  party  to  the  record,  I  should  be  carrying  the  rule 
further  than  any  precedent  warrants,  if  I  were  to  grant  an 
ittaehment  against  the  wife*  A  rule  nisi  may  be  taken  as 
against  the  husband. 

Rul#  accordingly. 


HiKt)  and  CLARit  t^.  KiNosf  on. 

CHAlfNELL  applied  for  leave  to  enter  up  judgment  whert  a  war- 
on  an  old  warrant  of  attorney.    The  two  pbintiffs,  Hind  "exec'ted'Sr^ 
and  Clark,  were  trustees  of  the  defendant's  wife,  and  on  *^;  penont, 

'  ^  ^  and  one  diet, 

the  celebration  of  the  marriage,  Kingston^  the  defendant,  the  survivor 

i»  ^  .    •  r  >nay  enter  up 

gave  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  secure  a  certam  sum  ot  judgment  in  hit 
money  to  the  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife  in  case  of  ^"^^  "*^^* 
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1838. 


his  death,  bankruptcy,  or  insolvency*  After  the  warrant 
of  attorney  had  been  executed.  Hind  died,  and  now,  that 
it  became  necessary  to  enforce  it,  a  question  arose  whether 
judgment  in  the  name  of  the  survivor  could  be  entered 
up.  The  case  of  Build  and  Another  ▼•  Wighiman  {a)f 
vras  an  authority  in  support  of  the  present  application* 
There,  the  warrant  had  been  given  to  the  two  plaintiffs 
and  another  person  since  deceased  to  secure  a  joint  debt 
to  all  three  as  partners.  Nothing  was  said  of  *'  survivors'' 
either  in  the  warrant  or  the  defeasance,  but  Parke,  J.,  al- 
lowed judgment  to  be  entered  up.  The  case  of  Johnson 
V.  Jenkins  (6)  was  to  the  same  effect  (c). 


Williams,  J.,  granted  the  rule* 


Rule  granted. 


(a)  Ante,  VoL  1,  p.  5^5. 

{b)  Ante,  Vol.1,  p.  367. 

(c)  See  Fendail  and  Others  v. 
May,  2  M.  &  S.  76;  Gee  ?.  Lane^ 
15  East,   692;     Todd   v.   Todd, 


Barnes,  48;  S.  C,  by  the  name 
of  Todd  V.  Dodd,  1  \Vil8.  312; 
Fuicher  v.  Smith,  2  Sir  W.  BL 
1301. 


The  Court  m\\ 
not  allow  judg- 
ment to  be  en- 
tered up  on 
a  warrant  of  at- 
torney at  the 
instance  of  an 
executor,  where 
the  testator 
only  has  been 
mentioned  in 
the  warrant, 
although  it  is 
atated  m  the 
defeasance  that 
the  *'  executora 
andadminisira- 
tors"  might 
enter  np  judg« 
roent  in  the 
event  of  a  cer- 
tain sum  not 
being  paid. 


Foster  v.  Clagget. 

fwARREN  moved  9  on  the  part  of  the  executor  of 
Foster^  for  leave  to  enter  up  judgment  on  an  old  warrant 
of  attorney.  I'he  warrant  had  been  given  to  the  testator, 
and  was  directed  to  him  only,  without  mentioning  hit 
''  executors  and  administrators.'*  In  the  defeasancej  how- 
everi  it  was  stated  that  the  warrant  had  been  given  to 
secure  to  Foster  the  payment  of  a  certain  sum,  and  di- 
rected that  if  that  sum  was  not  paid  on  or  before  a  certain 
day,  it  should  be  lawful  for  Foster,  his  ''  executors  and 
administrators/'  to  enter  up  judgment  and  sue  out  execu* 
tion  ;  and  if  twelve  months  should  elapse  after  the  signing 
judgment  and  before  suing  out  execution,  that  it  should 
be  unnecessary  for  Foster,  his  ''  executors  or  administra- 
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torSj**  to  move  the  Court  to  have  execution.     Warren         1838. 
contended^  that  although  the  warrant  of  attorney  itself 
gave  power  to  Foster  only,  to  enter  up  judgment^  yet,  tak-  «. 

ing  the  whole  instrument  together,  the  parties  clearly  in- 
tended that  Foster's  executors  should  have  power  to  enter 
up  judgment  The  case  of  Hyde  v.  Skinner  (a),  was  an 
authority  to  shew  that  every  person^s  executors  must  be 
implied  in  himself,  and  consequently,  as  power  was  given 
to  the  testator  to  sign  judgment,  a  similar  power  might  be 
exercised  by  bis  executors.  The  cases  of  Manvill  v. 
ManviU(b),  and  Henshall  (Executrix)  v.  Matthew  (c),  were 
against  the  application;  but  the  cases  of  Fendall  v. 
May  (rf).  Heath  v.  Brindley  (^),  and  Hiscocks  v.  Kemp  {/), 
were  decided  on  a  principle  favourable  to  the  present  ap- 
plication. Nothing  but  positive  authority  or  technical 
objection  could  be  considered  as  opposed  to  granting  the 
rule. 

Williams,  J. — Undoubtedly,  it  will  sometimes  happen 
that  the  executors  of  a  party  are  entitled  to  the  benefit 
of  a  contract  into  which  a  party  has  entered,  although 
they  are  not  expressly  named.  But  the  question  here  is, 
whether  I  can  treat  the  warrant  of  attorney,  which  has 
been  given  to  the  testator  only,  in  the  light  of  such  a  con- 
tract. I  think  I  cannot.  In  the  case  of  Henshall  (Exe^ 
cntrix)  v*  Matthew^  which  was  a  decision  of  the  full  Court 
of  Common  Pleas,  it  was  decided  that  ''an  authority  of 
this  nature  must  be  strictly  pursued,  and  we  cannot  sup- 
ply any  supposed  omission  of  the  parties."  I  thinks  there- 
fore, on  this  principle,  whatever  the  parties  may  have 
intended  in  the  present  instance,  it  is  imperative  on  me  to 
refuse  the  application. 

Rule  refused.  ^ 

{a)  2  P.  Wms.  196.  (d)  2  M.  &  S.  76. 

(b)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  544.  (f)  4  N.  &  M.  235. 

(r)  lb.,  p.  217-  (/)  6  N.  &  M.  113. 


J»6 
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Where  a  person 
VTAS  admitted  as 
an  attorney,  but 
never  took  oat 
Ills  certificate, 
or  practised  for 
m  period  of 
24  years  from 
the  time  of  his 
admission,  the 
Court  permitted 
him  to  take  out 
bis  certificate 
without  the 
form  of  re- 
admission. 


Ex  parte  Marshal. 

JBaZETT  made  an  application  on  the  part  of  Mr. 
Marshal,  the  object  of  which  was  to  ascertain  from  the 
Court,  whether  the  usual  notices  for  readmisaion  as  an  f^t^ 
torney  need  be  given  by  the  applicant.  It  appeared  from 
the  affidavit  on  which  the  application  was  founded,  that 
Mr.  Marshal  having  served  the  usual  time,  and  complied 
with  the  usual  forms,  wi|s  admitted,  as  an  attorney  of  the 
Court,  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1814.  He  did  not  however 
take  out  his  certificate  either  then  or  since;  and  had  not 
practised  on  his  own  account  at  all*  tie  entered  into  the 
service  of  an  attorney  in  the  year  1817,  and  continued  so 
engaged,  until  the  month  of  February  last,  when  his  master 
died.  The  question  now  was,  whether  under  the  circiim*^ 
stances  the  applicant  need  be  re-admitted,  or  might  %% 
once  take  out  his  certificate. 

Williams,  J.,  thought  that,  under  the  circumstaneesf 
he  need  not  be  re-admitted,  and  might  at  onee  take  out 
his  certificate. 

Application  granted. 


Where  an  affi- 
davit of  debt 
states  the  de- 
fendant to  be 
indebted  in 


Jonxa  r.  Collins. 
Wright  v.  Collins. 

JMbMAHON  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  obtained  by 
Addison  for  discharging  the  defendant  out  of  custody  of  the 
sheriff  of  Herefordshire,  on  entering  a  common  appearmnoe 

304/.  4«.  7d,, 

**  principal  and  interest/'  by  virtue  of  an  indenture  covenanting  to  pay  300/.,  the  amount  of  prin- 
cipal and  interest  is  sufficiently  distinguished. 

Stating  a  sum  due  '*  upon  and  for  the  balance  of  accounts  between  the  defendant  and  the  plain- 
tiff," is  insufficient  in  an  affidavit  of  debt. 

In  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange  by  an  indorsee  against  an  indorser,  the  affidavit  of  debt 
must  state  the  default  of  the  acceptor,  a  statement  that  the  amount  '*  is  now  due  and  unpaid," 
will  not  supply  the  omission  of  that  allegation. 

An  affidavit  of  debt,  stating  two  causes  of  action,  one  imperfectly,  and  the  other  Gorrect1j,ia  not 
bad  altogether,  but  the  defendant  may  bt  h«ld  to  bail  for  the  latter  if  separate  and  indfpandent 
of  the  former. 
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in  thete  two  actiont  respectively.  The  ground  of  the  ap«  1838. 
plication  in  both  casei  was  an  alleged  defect  in  the  affida* 
Tit  of  debt  The  affidavit  in  the  first  action  was  as  follows: 
that  "  George  Collins,  of  &c.,  is  justly  and  truly  indebted 
unto  the  said  company,  called  the  Herefordsliire  Banking 
Companyi  in  the  sum  of  304/.  4«.  Id.,  for  principal  and  int 
terest  money  due  and  owing  to  the  said  company,  by  virtue 
of  a  certain  indenture  bearing  date  the  9th  of  December, 
1837,  and  made  between  the  said  George  Collins,  of  the 
first  part,  deponent,  of  the  second  part,  and  Francis  Wood* 
house,  gent,  of  the  third  part,  whereby  the  said  George 
Collins  covenanted  with  deponent  to  pay  to  him  for  the 
uae  of  the  said  company,  on  demand,  the  sum  of  800/. ;  and 
in  the  further  sum  of  67/.  Im.  0</.,  for  money  due  from  the 
said  George  Collins  to  the  said  company,  upon  and  for 
the  balance  of  account  between  the  said  George  Collins 
and  the  said  company.*'  The  first  objection  to  this  affi- 
davit was,  that  it  did  not  distinguish  how  much  of  the 
804/.  4t.  7</.  was  due  fur  principal,  and  how  much  for  in- 
terest. That  however  was  not  material,  and  if  it  was,  it 
was  sufficiently  shewn  by  setting  out  the  indenture,  that 
900L  was  due  for  principal.  Secondly,  it  was  objected, 
that  the  statement  of  the  sccount,  as  agreed  upon  between 
the  parties,  was  not  sufficiently  set  forth  by  the  words, 
**  upon  and  for  the  balance  of  account  between  the  said 
George  Collins  and  the  said  company.'*  The  case  of 
Balmanno  v.  May  (a)  was  an  authority  in  support  of  the 
present  form  of  affidavit.  Tiie  cat>e  of  Debenham  v. 
Chambers  (6)  was  to  the  same  effect  The  case  of 
Campbell  v.  Tyler  (c)  supported  the  same  view.  With 
respect  to  the  case  of  Hooper  v.  Vestrie  (d),  it  was  ez^* 
pressly  overruled  by  Balmanno  v.  May.  Thirdly,  it 
was  objected,  that  it*  the  affidavit  was  bad  on  either 
of  these  grounds,  it  was  bad  altogether.     It  was  true 


(a)  Ante,  p*  306.  (c)  Abte,  Vol.  5,  p  632. 

(6)  lb.  p.  101.  (d)  lb.  p.  710. 
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1838.^  that  in  the  cases  of  Raggett  v.  Guy  (a),  and  Drake 
and  Others  v.  Harding  {b)^  the  Court  had  decided  thait 
if  an  affidavit  was  bad  in  part,  it  was  bad  in  the 
whole.  But  in  the  case  of  Prior  ▼.  Lucas,  which  was 
mentioned  in  a  note  to  the  report  of  Drake  ▼•  Harding,  in 
1  Har.  &  Wol.  p.  365,  Littledalcy  J.,  expressed  an  opinion 
opposed  to  the  cases  of  Baker  v.  Wells  (e),  and  Kirk  t« 
Almond  (d).  So  far  therefore,  as  far  as  the  affidavit  in  the 
first  action  was  concerned,  it  was  submitted  that  it  was 
sufficient. 

The  affidavit  in  the  second  cause  of  action  was  in 
the  following  words : — '^  That  George  Collins,  of  &c* 
is  justly  and  truly  indebted  to  deponent  in  the  sum  of 
S7/.  I9s.,  for  balance  of  principal  money  on  a  bill  of  ex- 
change for  160/.  19^*,  drawn  by  defendant  upon,  and  ac- 
cepted by  John  Collins,  payable  at  a  day  now  past  to  de-> 
fendant,  or  his  order,  and  indorsed  by  the  said  George 
Collins,  and  which  said  balance  of  37/.  I9s.  on  the  said  bill 
of  exchange  is  now  due  and  unpaid  to  deponent ;  and  also 
in  the  sum  of  189/.  135.  8d.,  for  principal  money  on  a  pro* 
missory  note,  bearing  date  &c."  The  objection  to  this 
affidavit  was,  first,  that  it  did  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff*, 
who  was  both  drawer  and  payee,  indorsed  the  bill ;  nor 
how  the  defendant,  who,  it  appeared,  was  a  subsequent 
indorser,  could  be  liable  to  the  plaintiff.  This,  it  was 
submitted,  was  sufficient  in  an  affidavit  of  debt,  as  it  was 
not  necessary  in  such  a  case  strictly  to  shew  the  plaintiflp's 
title.  Bradshaw  v.  Saddingion  {e)  was  an  authority  to 
that  eflfect.  Secondly,  it  was  objected,  that  no  default  of 
the  acceptor  was  shewn.  But  the  words  "  now  due  and 
unpaid  *'  stated  the  default  with  sufficient  particularity.  In 
both  cases  it  was,  therefore,  contended  that  the  affidavit 
was  sufficient,  and  consequently,  that  the  rule  in  both  cases 
ought  to  be  discharged. 

{a)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  654.  {d)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  318. 

(b)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  34.  (e)  7  Enst,  94. 

(c)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  631. 
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Addison,  in  support  of  the  rules,  contended,  as  to  the  1838. 
first  point  on  the  former  afBdavit,  that  the  case  of  LaireiUe 
T.  Hoepner  (a)  shewed  that  the  sums  due  for  principal 
and  interest  were  not  sufficiently  distinguished.  With  re- 
spect to  the  second  point  on  the  same  affidavit,  the  case  of 
Eielce  v.  Evans  (&)  was  an  authority  to  shew  the  affidavit 
to  be  insufficient.  With  respect  to  the  third  point,  that 
an  affidavit  bad  in  part  was  bad  as  to  the  wliole,  the  case 
of  Caunce  v.  Rigby  (e)  must  be  regarded  as  an  authority 
in  favour  of  that  objection*  Tlien,  with  regard  to  the 
second  affidavit;  the  first  objection  as  to  the  statement 
of  the  plaintiff's  title  to  the  bill,  the  case  oi  Bishop  x. 
Hayward  (d)  clearly  shewed  it  to  be  fatal.  The  case  of 
Bradshaw  v.  Saddington  had  been  several  times  overruled. 
The'  second  objection  was  fully  supported  by  the  cases 
of  Buckworih  v.  Levi  (e),  Crosby  v.  Clark  (/),  Banting 
T.Jadis  {g),  Cross  v.  Morgan  (A),  and  Simpson  ▼•  Dick  (t). 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Williams,  J. — ^These  were  two  cases  which  were  ar- 
gued before  me,  and  the  application  in  each  was,,  that  the 
defendant  should  be  discharged  on  entering  a  common  ap« 
pearance.  The  applications  were  both  made  on  objections 
to  the  affidavits  to  hold  to  bail,  and  two  questions  arose, 
first,  whether  the  affidavits,  being  each  for  two  separate 
and  distinct  causes  of  action,  were  good  as  to  the  whole,  or 
good  as  to  part  and  bad  as  to  part ;  and,  secondly,  if  they 
were  not  good  as  to  the  whole,  and  the  two  parts  could 
be  separated,  whether  the  defendant  could  be  held  to  bail 
for  that  part  of  the  whole  amount  which  was  properly 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  758.  (/)  Aute,  Vol.  5,  p.  62. 

(6)  2  Chit.  Uep.  15.  (g)  Ante,  Vol  1,  p.  445. 

(c)  3  Mcc  &  W.  67.  (A)  lb.  p.  122. 

(d)  4  T.  R.  470.  (i)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  731. 
(0  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  211. 
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tiM.  sworn  to  in  the  affidavits.  The  latter  question  is  one 
which  is  continually  occurring,  and  very  often  arises  at 
ohambersi  and  it  is  desirable  that  it  should  l>e  finally 
settled. 

In  the  first  affidavit,  which  was  made  in  the  action  by 
Jones,  objections  were  taken  to  both  parts  of  the  affidavit. 
The  first  part  was  objected  to  for  stating  a  sum  to  be  due 
for  principal  and  interest,  without  stating  how  much  was 
due  for  principal,  and  how  much  for  interest.  That  objec- 
tion was  not  much  insisted  on,  but  there  is  a  direct  answer 
to  it  by  adverting  to  the  terms  of  the  affidavit.  It  atatet 
that  the  defendant  was  indebted  **  in  the  sum  of  S04^4«.  7dL 
for  principal  and  interest  money  due  and  owing  to  the  said 
company  ;*'  and  it  further  appears  on  the  face  of  the  affidavit, 
that  the  principal  was  originally  300L  Norn*,  if  it  alleges 
that  804/.  4«,  Id.  was  due  for  principal  and  intereat,  and 
then  there  is  an  allegation  that  800/.  was  originally  due 
for  principal,  it  is  the  necessary  and  unavoidable  infe- 
rence that  the  300/.  is  still  due  for  principal,  and  that 
the  remainder,  47.  4«.  7c/.,  is  due  for  interest.  That  is 
equivalent  to  a  direct  allegation  that  there  is  300/.  due  for 
principal,  and  4L  4s.  7tL  for  interest.  Such  is  the  neces* 
sary  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  the  affidavit,  and  if  it  is 
not,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  determine  what  other  conclusion  can 
be  drawn.  The  objection,  therefore,  does  not  apply  to 
this  affidavit. 

The  second  objection  to  this  affidavit  on  the  latter  part 
of  it  was  more  relied  on,  and  with  more  reason  and  weight. 
An  additional  sum  was  sworn  to  as  due,  and  in  this  form, 
**  and  in  the  further  sum  of  57/.  Is,  Oc/.  for  money  duo 
from  the  said  6.  Collins  to  the  said  company,  upon  and 
for  the  balance  of  account  between  the  said  G.  Collins 
and  the  said  company.*'  It  was  objected  that  it  did  not 
contain  an  allegation,  that  it  was  a  stated  and  settled  ac« 
count  on  which  the  defendant  could  be  arretted ;  and  it 
seems  to  me  to  be  a  good  objection.     1  think  that  we  are 
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to  consider,  not  the  ordinary  mefining  of  the  term  ai  uMd 
in  eonmon  parlance,  but  whether  it  implies  a  direct  alle- 
gation of  a  debt  due  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff. 
Consistently  with  this  allegation,  the  plaintiff  may  have 
taken  the  account  entirely  by  himself.    I  will  assume  it 
was  done   bona  fide,   and  that  be  gave   the  defendant 
credit  for  whatever  he   thought  right,  and  thenj  oon- 
6ding  in  the  accuracy  of  his  own  account,  he  may  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  a  certain  sum  was  duOi  with* 
out  any  assent  to  it  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.     Bitt 
there  is  no  doubt   that  an  account  must  be  stated  be- 
tween both  the  parties  in  order  to  authorize  an  arrestt 
I  think,  also,  that  the  language  of  the  word  **  balance" 
is  not  material.    Suppose  the  words  had  been  ''upon  and 
for  an  account  between  the  parties/'  that,  it  seems  to  me» 
would  have  been  an  allegation  of  nearly  the  same  force. 
We  are  not,  however,  driven  to  that  consideration!  as  Mr. 
Addison  referred  to  the  case  of  Polleri  v.  De  Sousia,  and 
I  am  not  able  to  distinguish  the  allegation  in  that  cases  of 
a  sum  being  due  ^'  as  the  balance  of  accounts,**  from  the 
allegation  in  the  present  '^  upon  and  for  the  balance  of 
accounts.*'    In  that  case  there  were  other  objections,  but 
the  report  states  that  it  was  principally  on  account  of  this 
objection  that  the  affidavit  was  held  to  be  defective.   The 
meaning  of  the  word  "  balance  "  was  much  considered  in 
the  case  of  Visger  v.  Delegal  (a),  and  the  effect  of  the 
words  ^' balance  of  account "  was  thought  to  be  of  little 
importance,  and  consequently,  did  not  operate  on  the  mind 
of  the  Court.     It  is,  therefore,  quite  clear  on  thode  caseSf 
and  also  on  the  reason  of  the  matter,  that  it  ought  to  be 
alleged  to  be  either  a  *'  stated  *'  or  a  "  settled  "  account,  in 
order  to  authorize  an  arrest.      The  constant  usage,  more- 
over, must  not  be  overlooked.     Mr.  Tidd*s  forms  give  the 
form  in  the  words  **  upon  the  balance  of  an  account  stated 
and  settled  by  and  between  &c. ;"  and  another  similarly  use- 

(a)  Ants,  Vol.  1,  p.  333. 
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1838.        fill  work  gives  the  same  form.    I  quite  agree  with  Lord 

Tenterden  in  the  case  of  Visger  v.  Delegate  that  it  is  better 

ft.  to  abide  by  established  forms  than  to  embarrass  ourseWes 

by  a  voluntary  deviation  from  them.     I  thinki  thereforei 

that  the  latter  part  of  that  affidavit  is  defective. 

As  to  the  other  affidavit  in  the  action  by  Wright^  I 
think  that  is  in  the  same  situation,  the  latter  part  of  it 
being  good,  and  the  former  part  bad.     The  former  part  it 
in  confusion  as  to  how  the  plaintiff  derived  his  interest  in 
the  bill ;  but  be  that  as  it  may,  the  allegation  is,  that  there 
is  due  from  the  defendant  the  sum  of  37/.  19^.  for  balance 
of  principal  money  on  a  bill  of  exchange  for  160/.  19#., 
drawn  by  deponent  upon,  and  accepted  by  **  John  Collins, 
payable  at  a  day  now  past  to  deponent  or  bis  order,  and 
indorsed  by  the  said  George  Collins,  and  which  said  ba« 
lance  of  37/.  I9s.  on  the  said  bill  of  exchange  is  now  due 
and  unpaid  to  deponent.**     It  is  clear  therefore  that  there 
is  an  oath  made  of  a  debt  due  from  the  defendant  as  an 
indorser,  and  there  is  no  allegation  of  any  default  on  the 
pare  of  the  acceptor.     That  objection  has  been  under 
consideration  in  several  cases,  and  it  has  been  held,  beyond 
all  doubt,  to  be  necessary  when  an  affidavit  of  debt  charges 
the  drawer  or  indorser  of  a  bill  of  exchange  that  it  must 
state  a  default  on  the  part  of  the  acceptor.     That  is  re* 
cognised  as  the  undoubted  practice  in  the  case  of  Caunce 
Y.Rigbyf  which  was  referred  to  in  the  argument  for 
another  purpose.     In  several  earlier  cases  in  the  Court 
of  Exchequer,  the  Court,  after  much  consideration,  was  of 
opinion  that  it  was  indispensable  there  should  be  such  an 
allegation  of  default  on  the  part  of  the  acceptor.     That, 
therefore,  being  the  plain  rule,  on  the  present  occasion  I 
think  the  affidavit  is  clearly  defective.     As  to  the  other 
part  of  the  affidavit  no  objection  is  made,  and  consequently, 
this  second  affidavit  is  on  the  same  footing  as  the  first. 

Next  comes  the  question,  on  which  there  has  been  a 
variation  in  the  decisions,  whether  when  there  are  two 
distmct  and  separate  causes  of  action  stated  in  an  affi. 
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davit  of  debf|  one  of  wliicli  is  bad  and  the  other  good,  1888. 
the  arrest  being  for  the  joint  amount,  the  affidavit  is 
bad  altogether.  It  has  been  held  undoubtedly  to  be 
bad  altogether,  and  that  opinion  has  been  for  a  long 
time  acted  upon.  In  Kirk  v.  Almond,  it  was  held,  that 
an  affidavit  which  was  good  in  part  and  bad  in  part  was 
bad  altogether,  and  the  defendant  was  discharged  out  of 
custody.  That  case  was  acted  on  for  some  time ;  as  in  the 
case  of  Drake  v.  Harding  by  my  Brother  Coleridge*  But 
since  that  time  there  has  been  a  variation  in  the  opinions 
of  the  Judges,  which  it  is  unnecessary  now  to  trace.  In  the 
case  of  Prior  v.  Lucas,  which  is  in  a  note  to  the  report  of 
the  case  of  Drake  v.  Harding,  and  which  was  before  my 
Brother  Liiiledale  at  chambers,  the  report  states  that  the 
cases  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  of  Baker  v.  Willi  and 
Kirk  ▼•  Almond,  were  referred  to,  and  that  my  Brother 
Liiiledale  did  not  agree  with  those  decisions,  and  that  he 
had  consulted  with  the  other  Judges  on  the  subject.  I 
have  seen  my  Brother  Littledale,  and  he  says  that  the  re- 
port of  that  case  is  correct,  and  that  he  did  on  that  occa- 
sion consult  the  other  Judges,  and  the  result  is,  that  the 
cases  of  Drake  v.  Harding  and  Kirk  v.  Almond  are  no 
longer  to  be  considered  as  good  law.  Tlie  case  of  Prior 
V.  Lucas,  establishing  this  rule,  that  where  the  total 
amount  sworn  to  is  not  mixed  up  with  what  is  partly  good 
and  partly  bad,  but  where  distinct  and  separate  causes  of 
action  in  separate  amounts  are  sworn  to,  one  of  which  is 
properly,  and  the  other  improperly  sworn  to,  the  affida- 
vit is  good  as  to  that  amount,  in  respect  of  which  it 
is  correct,  and  that  the  Court  will  not  discbarge  the  de- 
fendant altogether  for  such  an  objection.  On  the  present 
occasion  therefore,  the  rules  must  be  discharged,  and  the 
defendant  must  give  bail  for  the  two  amounts  which  are 
rightly  sworn  to  on  the  affidavits,  that  is,  in  the  one  case 
for  the  304A  4^.  Id.,  and  in  the  other  for  the  189/.  ]S«.  M. 

Rule  discharged,  accordingly* 


«M 
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1888. 


Thi  Quarter 
Scniont  having 
mllowed  certain 
truftees*  ac- 
counts, which 
it  was  suggested 
had  not  been 
audited  by  the 
parish  auditors 
under  the 
general  vestr  j 
act,  pursuant 
to  the  provisions 
of  that  sutute, 
a  prospective 
prohibition  to 
the  Quarter  Ses- 
sions, forbidding 
them  to  allow 
future  accounts 
under  similar 
circumstances, 
was  refused. 


Ex  pArte  the  Auditors  of  the  Parish  of  St.  Pancras. 

JLHE  Atiorney-General  (with  whom  was  Hoggins) 
moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  prohibition 
should  not  issue,  directed  to  the  Justices  of  Middlesex^ 
forbidding  them  to  proceed  to  audit  the  accounts  of  the 
trustees  for  building  a  new  church  in  the  parish  of  St« 
Pancras  under  the  authority  of  certain  local  acts,  previous 
to  the  said  accounts  being  submitted  to  the  inspection 
of  the  auditors  appointed  under  the  general  Vestry  Act, 
the  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  60.  The  present  application  was 
made  on  behalf  of  those  auditors.  For  some  reason, 
which  was  quite  unknown  to  those  gentlemen,  the  trustees 
bad  refused  to  submit  their  accounts  to  the  auditors  ac- 
cording to  the  provisions  of  sect.  34  of  the  general  Vestry 
Act*  Two  several  writs  of  mandamus  were  obtained  from 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Benchi  commanding  the  trustees  to 
produce  their  accounts.  Those  writs  were,  however,  on 
the  ground  of  certain  informaHties,  quashed.  A  new 
course  was  then  adopted  on  the  part  of  the  trustees,  in 
order  to  frustrate  the  intention  of  the  Court.  They  pre* 
sented  their  accounts  for  the  half-year  ending  on  Lady* 
day,  at  the  Easter  Quarter  Sessions.  That  Court,  being 
of  opinion  that  the  fact  of  the  accounts  not  having 
been  previously  audited  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Vestry  Act  did  not  prevent  the  allowance  of  them,  did 
allow  them.  This  decision  was  final.  As  a  mandamus 
could  only  be  moved  for  in  term,  this  proceeding  on  the 
part  of  the  trustees  completely  prevented  the  auditors  from 
enforcing  the  production  of  the  accounts.  The  presump- 
tion was,  that  a  similar  course  would  be  adopted  with  re- 
spect to  the  next  half-year's  accounts.  Thus,  although  the 
act  of  parliament  required  the  production  of  the  accounts, 
and  tlie  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  had  intimated  an  opinion 
in  accordance  with  that  act,  both  the  one  and  the  other 
were  rendered  nugatory  by  the  proceedings  of  the  trus- 
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tees.    A  difficulty  certainly  presented  itself  in  making         1838. 

this  applicationi  because  it  must  proceed  on  a  presumption 

that  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  would  on  a  future  oc-  The  Auditors  of 

casion  disregard  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  parliament ; 

andy  moreover,  the  writ  must  be  prospective. 

Williams,  J. — If  the  Quarter  Sessions  entertain  a  mo« 
tion  for  allowing  the  trustees*  accounts,  surely  that  court, 
if  there  is  any  doubt  as  to  whether  they  ought  to  be  pre« 
viously  examined  before  the  parish  auditors,  will  listen  to 
a  preliminary  objection,  to  the  allowance  of  the  accounta. 
If  there  is  any  doubt  upon  the  point,  they  will  probably 
grant  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  this  court,  as  to  whether 
the  accounts  ought  to  be  so  allowed.  However,  the  diffi* 
eolty  which  is  suggested  Cannot,  I  think,  be  surmounted. 
The  cases  in  which  a  writ  of  prohibition  is  granted,  are 
trhere  an  inferior  court  is  proceeding  in  a  civil,  instead  of 
an  ecclesiastical  matter,  or  where  it  is  proceeding  accord* 
ing  to  some  form  not  allowed  by  the  common  law.  I  am 
not  aware  of  any  case,  in  which  a  prohibition  has  been 
granted  to  prevent  a  court  from  adopting  a  course  of  pro* 
eeeditig,  on  the  presumption  that  it  would  follow  a  course 
not  Allowed  by  law. 

Rule  refused. 
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IN  THE  FIRST  YEAR  OF  THE  REIGN*  OF  VICTORIA. 


Samuel  r.  Sir  J.  Duke,  Johnson^  and  Ford. 

The  ddiferj  of  X  HIS  was  an  action  of  troTer.    The  defendants  pleaded* 

To  Uie  shefiff**  ^^^t,  not  guilty ;  secondly,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  poa- 

ooiy  Wmb  ihc  jgased  of  the  goods  and  chattels  in  the  declaration  inen- 

goodf  of  the  ^ 

defendaot,  to  tioncd. 

eieeoiion  crcdi«      At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  it  appeared 

hu  cuf«?but,  *ha^  ^^^  defendant  Ford,  in  the  month  of  September,  1836, 

iubject  to  that,  had  lent  to  a  Mr.  Browning  the  sum  of  700/.,  to  be  repaid 

the  defendant  ^  °  "^ 

maj  deal  with  in  three  months,  taking  as  a  security  a  warrant  of  attorney. 

pieaSn!  an" if*  The  money  not  having  been  paid,  Ford  entered  up  judg^ 

f^'hT^afket  *"®"^'  ^"^  ^"  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  December,  1836,  delivered  to 

oTert,  the  rij^ht  the  sheriff  a  Writ  of  fieri  facias,  with  instruction  to  levy  on 

ceaies  alto-  the  goods  of  Drowning  at  his  chambers'  in  Lincoln's-Inn 

'^in  uover  Fields.     No  admittance  could  be  gained  to  the  chambers; 

againftashc-  quJ  q^  the  19th  of  December,  Ford  went  with  the  officer 

riff,  who  hai 

levied  under  a  to  Browning*s  residence  in  Park  Lane,  in  order  to  levy  on 

the  act  of  con-  1^18  goods  there.     Browning  was  not  at  home,  but  his  sister, 

version  relied  ^j^^  appeared,  claimed  the  goods  and  furniture  in  the 

on  is  ihe  seizure  i  i  »  o 

of  the  goods,  house  as  her  own  by  purchase  from  her  brother ;  the  officer 

plead  specially  ultimately  withdrew  upon  Miss  Browning  offering  her  ae- 

;/"efthVwrit;  curity  for  her  brother's  debt.     On  the  2nd  of  January, 

but  if  the  act  1837,  Browning  was  arrested  at  the  suit  of  another  ere- 

of  conversion  '^ 

be  the  saU  o(  ditor,  and  went  to  prison.     At  that  time,  Ford  was  sent 

seems  he  may  for  by  Browning  and  his  sister,  when  it  was  agreed  that 

fn^cvident'ef*"**  Ford  should  make  a  further  advance  to  Browning  to  satisfy 

under  a  plea  the  debt  for  which  he  was  then  in  custody,  upon  the  secu* 

denylng  the  ,  ,  * 

piainiiff*i  right  rity  of  his  fumiture  in  Lincoln's-Inn  Fields,  if,  upon  valua« 

of  poMetflon. 
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tion,  it  should  be  worth  the  sum  required.     Browning  de-        1838. 
li  vered  the  key  of  the  chambers  to  Ford,  who  bad  the  goods 
valued,  when  it  appeared  that  they  were  not  a  sufficient  »• 

security,  and  Ford  returned  the  key  to  Browning  after 
keeping  it  a  fortnight.     On  the  5th  of  January,  1SS7, 
Miss  Browning  executed  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  Ford  for 
collaterally  securing  the  sum  of  700/.  and  interest  due  from 
her  brother,  the  said  sum    to   be  paid   by  instalments. 
Browning  swore  that,  upon  the  execution  of  the  warrant 
of  attorney  by  his  sister.  Ford  had  said  Browning's  goods 
were  released.    The  first  instalment  upon  the  warrant  of 
attorney  was  paid,  but  not  the  interest.    Upon  the  15th 
of  April,  1SS7,  Browning,  being  desirous  of  raising  some 
money  upon  the  security  of  his  furniture  in  Lincoln*s-Inn 
Fields,  applied  to  the  plaintiff  for  that  purpose,  who  ad- 
vanced him  500Lf  and  received  a  bill  of  sale  of  the  furni- 
ture and  effects,  and  possession  of  them  was  then  delivered 
to  him.     In  May,  1837,  another  execution  was  levied 
upon  the  goods  of  Browning  at  his  chambers;  but  on  the 
production  of  the  bill  of  sale  by  the  plaintiff,  the  execution 
creditor  withdrew,   when,   upon   search  in  the  sheriff's 
office,  the  writ  lodged  by  Ford  was  discovered,  under 
which  the  sheriff,  after  receiving  an  indemnity,  sold  for 
the  sum  of  485/.  19^.     The  jury  found  that  the  transaction 
between  Browning  and  the  plaintiff  was  bona  fide.     It  was 
objected  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  recover,  inasmuch  as  the  goods  were  bound  from 
the  time  Ford's  writ  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff,  and  that 
no  valid  purchase  could  afterwards  be  made.     The  jury 
found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  learned  Judge 
reserved  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the  Court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence 
to  warrant  the  jury  in  finding  that  Ford  had  abandoned  his 
execution. 

Plait  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly, 

VOL.  VI.  o  o  D.  p.  c. 
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Kelly  and  Richards  shewed  cause. — There  was  abund- 
ant evidence  of  Ford  having  abandoned  his  executioii 
after  be  received  the  warrant  of  attorney  from  Mias 
Browning.  One  difficulty  is  removed  by  the  jury  hav- 
ing found  that  the  transaction  between  the  plaintiff  and 
Browning  was  bonA  fide,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 
venting Ford's  execution.  It  shews  at  least  that  Brown- 
ing believed  Ford  to  have  abandoned  all  claim  to  tha 
goods*  If  that  had  not  been  the  understanding  between 
the  parties^  Ford  might  have  seized,  when  he  had  possea- 
sion  of  the  key  of  the  chambers,  and  caused  a  valuation  to 
be  made  of  the  goods.  The  receipt  of  the  first  instalment 
on  the  warrant  of  attorney  executed  by  Miss  Browning 
also  furnishes  strong  evidence  of  an  abandonment.  Be- 
sides, there  is  nothing  whatever  to  impugn  Browning's 
statement,  that  Ford  had  said  the  goods  were  released. 
The  writ  delivered  at  the  sheriff's  office  was  returnable 
immediately,  but  nothing  was  done  by  virtue  of  it  until 
May,  1837,  it  having  lain  during  that  time  in  the  office ; 
Ford  took  no  steps  to  enforce  execution  until  after  the 
goods  had  been  seized  at  the  suit  of  another  party.  After 
the  lapse  of  so  much  time  before  the  writ  was  acted  upon, 
the  mere  fact  of  its  remaining  in  the  sheriff's  office  gives 
it  no  more  weight  than  if  it  had  been  returned  to  the  cus- 
tody of  the  party  who  issued  it.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.*- 
The  argument  on  the  other  side  is,  that,  assuming  there 
was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  an  abandonment,  yet,  in 
point  of  law,  the  goods  were  bound  from  the  time  of  the 
delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sheriff.]  That  may  be  so  when 
there  is  no  laches  on  the  part  of  the  execution  creditor, 
but  here,  abundant  opportunity  was  afforded  of  enforcing 
the  execution.  The  mere  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the 
sheriff  has  no  effect  in  changing  the  property,  and  if  the 
creditor  omits  to  take  measures  to  compel  the  execution  of 
the  writ,  he  will  lose  his  priority,  and  the  sheriff  will  be 
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bound  to  seize  the  goodsi  if  another  fieri  facias  is  subse-         1388. 
quently  delivered  to  him  :  Payne  v.  Drew  (a). 

But  secondly,  the  defendants  cannot  set  up  this  defence 
upon  these  pleadings.  Since  the  new  rules  the  plea  of  *'  not 
possessed  "  puts  in  issue  the  property  only,  and  the  plea  of 
**  not  guilty"  the  act  of  conversion  only.  Browning  was  at 
first  indisputably  owner  of  the  goods,  and  he  assigns  them 
to  the  plaintiff  for  a  good  consideration,  and  delivers  him 
possession.  [^Parke,  B. — In  order  to  support  trover,  the 
plaintiff  must  have  a  possessory  right :  it  is  said  that  he 
has  not  that,  as  Browning  could  not  make  a  valid  assign- 
ment to  him.]  The  assignment  would  be  good  as  against 
Browning  and  the  sheriff.  [Alderson^  B. — Is  not  Owen 
V.  Knight  (b)  against  you?  There,  the  plaintiff  delivered 
a  lease  to  a  third  party  for  the  purpose  -of  raising  money 
upon  it :  the  defendant,  who  had  advanced  the  money,  and 
which  was  not  repaid,  refused  to  deliver  up  the  lease,  and 
the  plaintiff  sued  him  in  trover ;  the  Court  held  that  this 
defence  might  be  given  in  evidence  under  a  plea  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  possessed  of  the  deed  as  his  own  pro- 
perty.] That  case  is  distinguishable,  since  there,  at  the 
time  of  the  conversion,  the  property  was  in  the  possession 
of  the  defendant  with  the  plaintiff's  assent,  but  here,  the 
plaintiff  had  possession  up  to  the  very  time  of  seizure. 

Piatt  and  J.  Bayley  contra, — The  assignment  to  the 
phiintiff  was  absolutely  void,  the  goods  hiving  been  bound 
by  the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sheriff  on  the  10th  of 
December.  It  may  be  conceded,  that  the  mere  delivery 
of  the  writ  does  not  change  tiie  property,  but  the  effect  is 
to  render  the  goods  incapable  of  transfer  from  that  time. 
Formerly,  the  goods  were  bound  from  the  teste  of  the  writ, 
but  now,  by  the  16th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
they  are  bound  only  from  the  time  of  its  delivery  to  the 

(a)  4  East,  523;  1  Smith,  170.  (h)  4  Biog.  N.  C.  64. 

oofi 
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1838.  sheriff:  Tidd's  Practice,  1000,  Com.  Dig.  tit.  execution, 
D.  2.  Here,  Ford  claims  against  an  alienation,  and  not 
against  process :  Bennett  v.  Apperley  (a).  The  evidence 
of  the  abandonment  rested  wholly  with  Browning. 

Secondly,  The  case  of  Owen  v.  Knight  is  an  authority 
that  this  defence  may  be  set  up  upon  these  pleadings. 
Before  the  new  rules  of  pleading,  the  defendant  might 
shew,  under  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  that  both  the  right  of 
property  and  possession  were  in  himself;  but  now,  under 
**  not  guilty  *'  the  fact  of  conversion  only  is  in  dispute* 
and  both  the  possession  and  the  property  are  in  issue 
under  the  second  plea.  {Parker  B. — The  plaintiff  says* 
the  goods  are  mine  by  assignment,  and  you  have  converted 
them :  then,  assuming  that  the  property  passed  to  the 
plaintiff,  what  answer  have  you  ?]  The  defence  goes  to 
shew  that  the  plaintiff  in  fact  never  had  any  property  in 
the  goods. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rale 
for  a  nonsuit  ought  to  be  discharged,  and  that  there  was 
sufficient  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  that  Ford  had  aban* 
doned  his  writ  of  execution.  It  appears  that  after  he  had 
made  an  unsuccessful  attempt  to  levy  on  the  goods,  at 
Browning*s  chambers,  he  had  taken  from  Miss  Browning 
a  warrant  of  attorney  as  a  security  for  the  debt.  Now,  if 
he  had  once  abandoned  the  writ,  his  right  upon  it  would 
not  revive,  although  she  did  not  comply  with  the  terms  of 
her  engagement.  It  was  also  proved  that  Ford,  upon  re- 
ceiving this  new  security,  stated  that  the  goods  of  Brown- 
ing were  released  by  this  arrangement  with  the  sister. 
Ford  receives  the  first  instalment  of  his  debt  in  April. 
The  fact,  also,  of  Ford  having  had  possession  of  the  key 
of  Browning's  cliambers  for  a  fortnight  or  three  weeks 
after  the  sister  had  promised  her  security,  during  which 

(fl)  6  B.  &  C.  630. 
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time  Ford  made  no  claim  to  tbe  goods,  was  a  strong  cir-  1833. 
cumstance  from  which  the  jury  might  infer  an  abandon- 
ment. It  appeared,  too,  that  the  sheriff  when  called  upon 
would  not  act  upon  Ford's  writ  witliout  a  bond  of  indem- 
nity. With  regard  to  the  sheriff,  it  is  now  too  late  to 
make  any  distinction  between  him  and  Ford,  as  none  was 
made  at  the  trial,  therefore,  I  think  the  verdict  ought  to 
stand.  The  question  of  abandonment  was  one  of  fact, 
and  the  jury  were  perfectly  justified  in  finding  that  it  had 
taken  place.  With  regard  to  the  bona  fides  of  the  sale  to 
the  plaintiff,  I  left  that  question  to  the  jury,  certainly  with- 
out any  particular  intimation  to  them  as  to  the  conclusion 
they  ought  to  come  to  on  the  subject. 

Upon  the  other  point,  I  take  it  to  be  quite  clear  that 
the  property  in  the  goods  is  not  changed  by  the  delivery 
of  the  writ  to  the  sheriff,  it  is  still  in  the  debtor,  and  may 
be  dealt  with  by  him,  subject  to  the  claims  upon  it:  it  is 
merely  bound  from  that  time,  so  as  to  enable  the  execution 
creditor  to  pursue  it  with  all  his  rights,  unless  under  spe- 
cial circumstances.  The  case  of  Payne  v.  Drew  is  an  au- 
thority to  shew  that  the  property  is  not  changed  until  the 
sale  by  the  sherifil  I  believe  it  has  been  held  so  frequently; 
and  I  think  it  is  quite  evident  that  Browning  had  a  right 
to  assign  his  property  subject  to  all  the  obligations  which 
attached  upon  it  as  regarded  any  other  person,  and  that 
therefore  the  property  passed  to  the  plaintiff,  notwith- 
standing the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sheriff.  Mr.  Plait 
contended  at  the  trial  that  the  effect  of  the  statute  of 
frauds  was  to  make  the  property  itself  unchangeable,  ex- 
cept upon  sale  in  market  overt.  I  did  not  concur  in  that 
view  of  the  matter,  but  reserved  the  point  for  him.  Upon 
the  whole,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  must  be 
dbcharged. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  think  the 
rule  ought  to  be  discharged  upon  the  point  reserved  at 
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1839.        the  trial,  namely ;  whether  there  was  eTidenee  to  go  to 
the  jury  that  Ford  had  abandoned  his  writ  of  exeentioii* 
«.  The  jury  having  found  that  the  transfer  of  property  to  the 

plaintiff  was  bona  fide,  one  difficulty  is  removed,  bat  then 
the  defendants  contended  that  the  transfer  was  not  good 
in  law,  as  it  took  place  after  the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the 
sheriff.  Now  it  is  perfectly  clear  to  me,  both  upon  tlie 
decided  cases  and  the  reason  of  the  thing,  that  after  a 
writ  of  execution  has  been  delivered  to  the  sheriff,  the  de* 
fendant  may  convey  his  property,  but  that  the  sheriff  haa 
a  right  to  the  execution  notwithstanding  the  transfer.  By 
virtue  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  the  right  which  was  given 
to  the  sheriff  by  the  writ  to  seise  the  property,  no  longer 
speaks  from  the  teste  of  the  writ,  but  from  the  time  of  its 
delivery,  upon  the  receipt  of  which,  the  sheriff  is  to  lery. 
But,  subject  to  the  execution,  the  debtor  has  a  right  to 
deal  with  his  property  as  he  pleases,  and  if  he  transfers  it 
in  market  overt,  the  right  of  the  sheriff  ceases  altogether. 
It  appears,  then,  that  the  property  passed  to  the  plaintiff  by 
a  bon&  fide  transfer.  But  it  was  contended  by  Mr.  Plaii, 
that,  as  the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sheriff  was  upon 
the  lOth  of  December,  1836,  and  prior  in  point  of  time 
to  this  transfer,  the  sheriff  had  a  right  to  go  on  and 
levy,  but  the  answer  was,  that  Ford,  at  whose  suit  the 
execution  issued,  agreed  to  abandon  it.  Upon  that 
point,  my  Lord  expressed  his  opinion;  and  if  there 
was  evidence  of  abandonment  to  go  to  the  jury,  Mr. 
Plaii  was  to  take  no  benefit  by  his  motion,  unless  the 
court  should  be  of  opinion  that  in  point  of  law,  the 
goods  were  bound  by  the  delivery  of  the  writ,  and 
no  transfer  could  be  made.  By  that  reservation  we  are 
bound ;  and  I  think  there  was  quite  sufficient  evidence  to 
go  to  the  jury  that  Ford  had  agreed  to  abandon  that  writ. 
If,  then,  after  that,  these  goods  were  seized  by  Ford, 
would  he  be  liable  to  an  action  by  Browning  or  by  any 
purchaser  from  him  ?    It  seems  to  me  that,  under  such , 
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circumatancesi  Ford  would  be  clearly  liable  in  an  action 
of  trespass,  for  the  seizure  of  the  goods  and  subsequent 
sale  of  them ;  but,  had  a  distinction  been  made  at  the  trial 
between  him  and  the  sheriff,  I  should  have  doubted  whe- 
ther the  sheriff  could  have  been  made  responsible  in  this 
case,  upon  different  pleadings.  The  sheriff  is  to  look  to 
the  writ  only,  and  he  would  be  justified  under  it  in  seifl* 
ing  all  that  were  Browning's  goods  at  the  time  of  its  deli- 
very to  him,  unless  he  had  received  a  countermand  from 
Ford  himself.  The  sheriff  is  not  concluded  by  receiving 
an  indemnity  from  Ford.  I  think  there  was  hardly  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  any  such  countermand;  but  it  seems 
to  me  that  the  sheriff  is  not  now  in  a  condition  to  ask 
for  a  verdict  in  his  favour,  as  no  distinction  between 
the  parties  was  made  at  the  trial.  I  take  it  to  be  perfectly 
clear  that  the  property  passed  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
the  sheriff  was  justified  in  the  seiiure  of  that  property, 
unless  the  plaintiff  was  in  a  condition  to  shew  thatf  at  the 
time  of  the  conversion,  be  had  the  lawful  possessory  right 
of  the  property.  If  the  conversion  had  been  the  sale  of 
the  goods,  why  then  the  sheriff  must  have  previously 
seized ;  and  probably  it  would  have  been  competent  for 
bim,  under  the  denial  of  the  plaintiff**s  right  of  possession, 
to  shew,  that  at  that  time,  the  plaintiff  had  no  possessory 
right.  But  the  case  is  different,  if  the  conversion  com- 
plained of  is  the  act  of  seizure.  I  feel  a  strong  opinion, 
that  under  these  pleadings  it  would  not  have  been  compe- 
tent to  the  sheriff  to  enter  into  his  defence  at  all.  I  think» 
therefore,  that  the  rule  that  has  been  obtained  for  a  non- 
suit or  a  new  trial  must  be  discharged. 

BoLLAND,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion;  and  also 
think,  that  the  argument  to-day  has  gone  much  further 
than  the  rule  that  was  granted  warranted,  as  the  sole 
ground  upon  which  it  was  moved  was,  that  the  delivery 
of  the  writ  to  the  sheriff  had  bound  the  goods. 
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Aldersok,  B. — It  was  moved  on  the  ground  that  the 
goods  were  bound  by  the  delivery  of  the  writ,  and  that 
Browning  had  no  power  to  sell  them  except  in  market 
overt.  It  therefore  appears  to  me  that  this  case  has  been 
discussed  at  unnecessary  length.  I  quite  agree  with  the 
view  taken  by  my  Brother  Parke  upon  the  pleadings,  and 
that,  in  order  to  avail  himself  of  them,  the  sheriff  should 
have  pleaded  the  circumstances  specially. 

Rule  discharged. 


Mortimer  r.  Preedy. 
A  writ  of  trial,    JLfEBT  upou  a  parol  demise  for  use  and  occupation  of 

directed  to  the 

siieriff't  Court  Certain  premises  by  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  ag^nst 
retaraaMe'on**  ^^®  lessee.  The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  nunquam  inde- 
****  ^^i^/*"?"    bitatus ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  tenancy  was  determined 

■ry,  183o.    A    .  ^ 

courtwuhoiden  by  act  and  operation  of  law  before  the  plaintiff  had  any 
and  adjonrned    interest  in  the  premises,  and  before  any  rent  was  due  to 

to  the  20tb,  on     lilm, 
which  day  the 

canae  was  tried.       The  cause  was  Sent  for  trial  to  the  Sheriff's  Court  in 

the  Coart  had     the  city  of  Loudon,  and  the  writ  of  trial  was  returnable  on 

to  &1h^tu«.  the  19th  January.    The  court  day  was  on  the  18th.  when 

Quare,  as  to    tjjg  eause  stood  ou  the  list  for  trial,  but  the  Court  beinsr 

whether  an  »  o 

action  for  use  Unable  to  get  through  the  list,  adjourned  until  the  20th» 
by  tbeafiignM  On  the  20th  it  was  tried  before  Arabin,  Serjt.,  when  it 
BgdMt'l^!!!^  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  claimed  61, 5s.  for  one  quarter  s 
If  local.  rent  due  at  Michaelmas,  1837.    The  premises  were  as- 

signed to  the  plaintiff  during  the  quarter  for  which  the 
rent  was  sought  to  be  recovered.  It  was  objected  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  first,  that  as  the  writ  of  trial  was  re-> 
turnable  on  the  19th  of  January,  the  learned  ..cijeant  had 
no  jurisdiction  to  try  the  cause;  and  secondly,  that  this 
was  a  local  action,  and  could  only  be  tried  in  the  county 
of  Middlesex,  in  which  the  premises  were  situated.  The 
objections  were  overruled,  and   the  plaintiff  obtained  a 
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verdict  for  the  sum  claimed ,  the  defendant  having  liberty         1838. 
to  move  on  the  above  points.  Mortimm 


Mansel  having  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a 
venire  de  novo  should  not  be  awarded  into  the  proper 
county, 

Gurney  shewed  cause. — The  Court  having  sat  on  the 
^th  by  adjournment,  the  cause  must  be  considered  as  in 
fact  tried  on  the  18th.  In  Sherman  v,  Pinsley  (a),  the 
objection  appeared  upon  the  record,  but  the  Court  said 
that  as  the  defendant  had  appeared  at  the  trial,  they  could 
not  say  that  there  was  no  jurisdiction,  and  they  added, 
that  if  it  were  necessary  they  would  amend  the  record. 
Here,  it  appears  by  the  record  that  the  proceedings  are 
correct,  as  the  trial  is  stated  to  have  taken  place  on  the 
18th,  which  was  before  the  writ  was  returnable.  The 
same  rule  governs  this  case  as  is  applicable  to  the  sittings, 
which  are  in  contemplation  of  law  but  one  day.  So,  with 
respect  to  the  assizes,  the  death  of  the  defendant  between 
the  commission  day  and  day  of  trial,  is  not  a  ground  for 
setting  aside  a  verdict  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff:  Jacobs  v» 
Miniconi{b),  Anonymous  case  (c),  Taylors.  Harris (jd). 
It  is  the  same  as  if  the  Court  had  commenced  trying  the 
cause  on  the  1 8th,  and  being  unable,  for  want  of  time,  to 
finish,  it  had  unavoidably  stood  over  until  the  I9th. 

Then,  as  to  the  second  point,  it  is  said  that  this  action  is 
local,  and  Bond  v.  Cudmore  (e)  is  relied  upon  by  the  other 
side.  That,  however,  was  the  old  action  of  debt  which 
depended  upon  the  privity  of  estate.  There,  the  plaintiff 
set  out  the  demise  and  accruer  of  title  to  himself,  and 
described  the  locality  of  the  premises,  the  right  of  action 


(a)  3  Hodges,  32.  {d)  3  B.  &  P.  549. 

(6)  7  T.  R.  31.  (f)  Cro.  Car.  183. 

(c)  1  Salk.  8. 
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aeeniing  only  from  the  possession  of  the  land.  Bat,  ••• 
suming  the  action  to  be  iocal,  this  objection  is  aided,  aftar 
verdict,  by  the  16  &  17  Car.  2,  c.  8 :  Mayor  of  London  ▼• 
Cole  (a).  Until  the  11  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  s.  14,  pasted,  the 
old  action  of  debt  was  the  only  remedy  of  the  assignee  of 
the  reversion  when  the  demise  was,  as  here,  by  paroL 
That  statute  gave  the  action  for  use  and  occupation,  and 
it  is  maintainable  by  the  assignee  without  attornment: 
Lumley  v.  Hodgson  (6).  In  debt  for  use  and  occupatioii 
it  is  not  necessary  to  state  the  situation  of  the  premiaea. 
King  V.  Eraser  (c),  Kirtland  v.  Pounseit  (d).  [Parte,  B.-*- 
Lumley  v.  Hodgson  was  for  rent  in  the  time  of  the  rever* 
sioner.  Here  you  are  not  merely  seeking  to  recover  bygone 
rent.]  No  objection  was  made  at  the  trial  that  the  plaintiff 
claimed  too  much.  lAlderson,  B. — Should  it  not  have  been 
pleaded  that  the  premises  were  in  another  county?] 

Mansel,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  Judge  of  the 
Sheriff's  Court  could  have  no  jurisdiction  to  try  the  cause, 
except  what  is  given  by  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  17,  and 
which  is  expressly  defined  by  that  statute.  The  case  is 
analogous  to  writs  of  mesne  process  or  execution,  where 
nothing  can  be  done  upon  the  writ,  after  it  is  returnable. 
The  defect  is  not  cured  by  the  entry  on  the  record,  as  the 
Judge  had  no  power  to  make  the  proceedings  nunc  pro 
tunc.  This  is  distinguishable  from  the  case  put  of  the 
death  of  the  defendant  between  the  commission  day  and 
the  day  of  trial,  because  the  assizes  are  only  one  day ; 
but  here,  the  autliority  to  try  the  ca^e  is  circumscribed 
by  the  writ  of  trial;  after  the  writ  was  returnable,  all 
power  to  try  the  cause  was  at  an  end.  The  proper  courae 
was  to  reseal  the  writ.  A  witness  could  not  be  indicted 
for  perjury  where  a  trial  took  place  under  these  circum- 
stances. 

(a)  7  T.  R.  683.  (c )  6  East,  348 ;  2  Smith,  462. 

(6)  16  East,  99.  {d)  1  Taunt.  670. 
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PARXif  B.— There  is  considerable  difficulty  upon  the 
first  point ;  «nd  I  think  the  defendant  had  better  pay  the 
money^  and  the  parties  agree  to  a  stet  processus.  If  the 
cause  is  not  tried  before  the  writ  is  returnable^  the  proper 
course  is  to  apply  to  a  Judge  to  extend  the  time  for  the 
return  of  the  writ.  There  may  be  also  some  difficulty  as 
to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  the  whole  amount;  he  is 
seeking  to  recover  not  only  a  compensation  for  the  use  and 
occupation  of  the  premises  during  the  time  that  he  waa 
assignee,  but  also  for  some  part  of  the  time  they  were  in 
the  possession  of  the  reyersioner. 

Aldxrson,  B. — ^The  parties  had  better  consent  to  this 
arrangement,  as  there  are  difficulties  about  the  trial  taking 
place  after  the  writ  was  returnable. 

Rule  discharged  on  the  above  terms* 


DiGNAM  V.  MOSTYN. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  to  recover  an  attorney's  bill  of  jhe  mie  which 
costs,  amounting  to  7/.  65.      On  the  11th  of  November,  ^"jj]^* '''*'"' 
the  defendant  having  applied  for  further  time  to  plead,  permisiion  to 
an  order  was  made  for  four  days'  further  time,  upon  the  ticeoftriarfor 
terms  of  his  '^pleading  issuably,  rejoining  gratis,  and  tak-  ^t^'n'i^^to'try 
ing  short  notice  of  trial,  if  necessary,  whether  tried  before  »*  thwe  iittingi, 
the  sheriff  or  not.'*    On  the  3rd  of  January  full  notice  of  notice,  applies 
trial  before  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex  was  given  for  the  1 1th.  ^^of  m^trUi 
That  notice  and  the  issue  were  returned  by  the  defendant  ^^"^f]!^^^ 

*'  iberiD. 

the  following  day  on  account  of  some  irregularity.     An-     The  retain- 
other  notice  was  given  on  the  5th  for  the  16th,  which  the  notice  ortriai,it 
defendant  again  returned  as  irregular.     On  the  16th,  the  "heineguUrity^ 
cause  was  struck  out  of  the  paper,  the  plaintiff  not  being 
prepared  to  try  it.     A  third  notice  was  given  on  the  17th 
for  the  ^th,  and  the  action  was  then  tried  as  an  unde- 
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fended  cause^  and  a  verdict  found  for  the  plaintiff.  W. 
H.  Watson  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  ver- 
dict on  an  affidavit,  that  the  defendant  lived  more  than 
forty  miles  from  town,  and  therefore  was  entitled  to  four^ 
teen  days'  notice  instead  of  eight.  It  appeared  that  the 
sheriff  sat  twice  a  week  for  the  purpose  of  trying  causes. 

C  JoiieM  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  the  defend* 
ant  was  deprived  by  the  Judge's  order  of  insisting  upon  a 
longer  notice  of  trial.  If  the  plaintiff  had  been  compelled  to 
give  fourteen  days'  notice  of  trial,  he  must,  in  consequence 
of  the  four  days  allowed  for  pleading,  have  been  thrown  over 
one  sitting  of  the  under-sheriff.  Besides,  if  there  was  any 
irregularity,  it  was  waived  by  the  defendant  not  returning^ 
the  subsequent  notice  of  trial. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — If  you  have  permission  to  give 
short  notice  of  trial  at  the  sittings  after  term,  you  must 
try  at  those  sittings  or  give  long  notice.  The  same  rule 
applies  to  a  trial  before  the  sheriff. 

Parke,  B. — ^There  is  no  difficulty  in  the  construction 
of  the  words  **  if  necessary,"  where  the  trial  is  to  take 
place  at  the  sittings  in  or  after  term,  when  a  particular 
day  is  appointed.  If  that  day  occurs  so  soon  after  issue 
joined  as  not  to  leave  an  interval  of  fourteen  days,  then 
short  notice  of  trial  becomes  necessary.  But  the  case 
presents  some  difficulty  when  the  trial  takes  place  before 
the  sheriff,  who  sits  twice  in  the  week.  I  agree,  however, 
with  my  Lord,  that  if  the  plaintiff  neglects  to  try  at  the 
next  practicable  sittings,  he  loses  the  benefit  of  the  order, 
and  must  give  a  regular  notice.  With  respect  to  the  al- 
leged  waiver  by  keeping  the  notice,  there  is  no  authority 
to  that  effect ;  the  returning  it  would  be  a  mere  act  of 
courtesy,  and  no  consequence  results  from  not  doing  so. 

Rule  absolute* 
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Webb  v.  Fairmaner. 

XHIS  was  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.     At  in  compBdng 
the  trial  before  Gurney,  B.,  it  appeared  that  the  goods  credit  on  a  mer* 
were  sold  to  the  defendant  on  the  5th  of  October,  at  two  SedLy M"wh^ 
months'  credit.  On  the  5th  of  December  the  present  action  **>•  cont»«  '^ 

made  is  to  be 

was  commenced.    It  was  objected  on  the  part  of  the  de-  excluded  ftom 
fendant  that  the  action  was  commenced  before  the  credit     •  *•*  ®"  "'• 
had  expired.    The  learned  Judge  reserved  the  point,  and 
the  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict. 

Richards  having  obtained  a  rule  to  set  aside  the  ver- 
dict^ 

Plaii  and  Mansel  shewed  cause. — In  computing  the 
time  of  credit,  the  day  of  sale  must  be  reckoned  as  one  of 
the  days,  and  as  payment  might  be  insisted  upon  on  the 
first  moment  of  the  5th  of  December,  the  cause  of  action 
was  complete  on  that  day.  The  rule  is,  that  if  the  com- 
putation is  to  be  made  from  a  particular  day,  that  day  is 
to  be  excluded ;  but  if  from  a  particular  factt  the  day 
on  which  the  fact  occurred  is  included.  In  Claytons 
case  (a)  a  lease  for  three  years  from  henceforth  (that  is, 
from  the  delivery)  was  held  to  mean  inclusively  of  the  day 
on  which  the  delivery  was  made.  So,  in  The  King  v. 
Adderley  (6),  the  question  was  as  to  the  liability  of  the 
sheriff  to  return  a  writ  after  the  expiration  of  his  office; 
and  it  was  held,  that  the  day  on  which  he  left  office  was 
to  be  reckoned  as  part  of  the  six  months,  within  which,  he 
was  liable  to  make  tlie  return.  Under  the  31  Jac.  1,  c.  19, 
s.  2,  which  enacts,  that  a  trader  lying  in  prison  two  months 
after  an  arrest  for  debt,  shall  be  adjudged  a  bankrupt,  it 
has  been  held  that  the  day  of  arrest  is  to  be  included : 
Glassington  v.  Rawlins  (c).     So,  where  the  law  requires  a 

(tf)  5  Rep.  1.  (6)  2  Douff.  463.  (c)  3  East,  407. 
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18a|.  month's  notice  oF  action  to  be  given,  the  month  begins  with 
and  includes  the  day  on  which  the  notice  was  served: 
Castle  V.  Burditt  (a).  In  Clarke  v.  Davey  (6)  a  distresi 
was  made  on  the  6th  of  June,  and  the  action  was  not  com- 
menced until  the  6th  of  December,  and  it  was  doubted 
whether  it  was  brought  within  six  calendar  months  after 
the  act  committed,  as  required  by  the  8th  section  of  S4 
Gteo.  8,  c.  44.  [Parke^  B« — Suppose  goods  were  sold  on 
the  5th  at  one  day's  credit,  could  you  sue  on  the  6tb  f\ 
tf  a  man  were  sentenced  to  imprisonment  for  one  day  he 
could  not  be  detained  there  for  any  portion  of  the  day  fbU 
lowing.  [Alderson^  B. — There,  in  favour  of  liberty,  the 
fraction  of  a  day  is  included  ;  but,  as  the  law  will  not  in 
general  notice  the  fraction  of  a  day,  the  credit  must  be 
given  either  for  more  or  less  than  a  day,  and  surely  the 
construction  should  be  most  strict  against  the  party  who 
is  to  give  the  credit.  BoUand,  B« — In  the  case  of  a  bill 
of  exchange  payable  at  sight  you  add  three  days  of  grace, 
and  cannot  sue  until  the  day  next  following.]  No  rule 
can  be  drawn  from  the  case  of  negotiable  instruments,  as 
they  are  governed  by  the  custom  of  merchants* 

Richards  contra.  It  is  singular  that  no  case  is  to  be 
found  respecting  the  computation  of  time  in  mercantile 
contracts,  except  on  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory 
notes.  So  far  as  that  analogy  goes  it  is  in  favour  of  the 
defendant.  All  the  earlier  cases  are  collected  and  com* 
mented  upon  in  Lester  v.  Garland  (c),  but  it  is  difficult 
to  deduce  any  correct  rule  from  them.  Some  of  the  later 
cases  are  directly  at  variance  with  those  quoted  on  the 
other  side.  Thus,  in  I'he  King  v.  The  Justices  of  Cum* 
berland  (cO,  it  was  held  that  the  13  Geo.  2,  c.  18,  s.  5,  re- 
quiring six  days'  notice  to  a  magistrate  of  an  intention  lo 

(a)  3  T.  R.  623.  (c)  16  Ves.  248. 

(6)  4  Moore,  465.  {d)  4  N.  &  M.  378. 
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apply  for  a  certiorari,  was  not  complied  with  by  a  notioe 
given  on  the  SOth  to  apply  on  the  S5th  of  the  same  month. 
So»  in  Pellen  ▼.  The  Inhabiianis  of  Waf\ford  (o),  it  was 
decided  that  the  two  days  allowed  by  the  8  Geo.  1,  c«  22, 
for  giving  notice  of  an  offence  against  it,  are  exclusive  of 
the  day  on  which  the  offence  itself  was  committed-** 
Hardjf  v«  Ryle  (A),  is  at  direct  variance  with  Clarke  t. 
Oavejf.  In  fVaison  v.  Pears  (e),  a  patent  dated  10th 
May  contained  a  proviso  that  a  specitication  should  be 
enrolled  within  one  calendar  month  next  and  immediately 
after  the  date  thereof,  the  specification  was  enrolled  on 
the  10th  June  following,  and  it  was  held  that  the  month 
did  not  begin  to  run  until  the  day  after  the  date  of  the 
patent* 

ParkRi  B. — I  think  the  rule  should  be  made  absolute 
for  a  new  trial.  As  to  whether  a  lunar  or  a  calendar 
month  was  intended,  that  question  is  not  now  open,  since 
at  the  trial  both  parties  argued  the  case  upon  the  ground 
that  the  credit  was  given  for  two  calendar  months.  Theo 
assuming  that  to  be  so,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  action 
is  prematurely  brought.  Whatever  doubt  may  have  be- 
fore existed,  the  case  of  Lester  ▼•  Garland  seems  to  have 
settled  the  principle,  namely,  that  the  day  on  which  the 
contract  was  entered  into  ought  to  be  excluded.  In  that 
case  a  very  elaborate  judgment  was  delivered  by  Sir  W. 
Qranif  and  an  extremely  sound  rule  laid  down,  nor  are 
we  compelled  to  break  in  upon  that  rule  in  attempting  to 
reconcile  many  of  the  older  cases.  TAe  King  v.  Adderley 
appears  to  have  been  decided  upon  the  ground  that  the 
statute  ouglit  to  be  construed  in  favour  of  the  sheriff,  and 
Clarke  v.  Davey  was  decided  on  the  supposed  authority 
of  the  former  case,  without  adverting  to  the  fact  that  it 
was  determined  in  favour  of  a  public  officer  and  not  on 

(a)  9  B.  &  C.  Id4.  (6)  Id.  603.  (c)  3  Cunp.  SN. 
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1S38L  any  broad  and  general  principle.  Then  in  GImnimgUm 
▼•  Ramtius  the  bankmpi  undoubtedly  laid  in  prison  for  die 
fraction  of  a  dar,  and  it  would  be  difficult  to  say  that  a 
different  construction  is  to  be  put  upon  an  imprisomneat 
which  becomes  an  act  of  bankruptcy  and  an  nnprisoB- 
ment  under  a  sentence.  If  we  look  to  the  cases  rince 
Lesier  t.  Garlamd,  we  shall  find  they  are  all  authorities 
for  excloding  the  first  day.  In  Pellem  t.  The  Imkabiiamis 
of  Wanfardf  Lord  Temierden  laid  down  a  Tcry  reason- 
able mode  of  determining  the  computation,  that  is  to  re- 
duce the  whole  period  to  one  day.  If  that  is  done  in  the 
present  case,  it  will  be  impossible  to  maintain  that  the 
other  party  had  not  the  whole  of  the  foDowing  day  to  pay 
the  stipulated  amount,  and  if  this  be  true  of  one  day  it  is 
equally  true  of  any  number  of  days.  Then,  if  the  credit 
was  given  for  two  calendar  months,  the  defendant  had 
the  whole  of  the  5th  of  December  to  pay  the  money. 
Though  I  admit  that  the  rule  on  bills  of  exchange  is  not 
conclusive,  because  they  are  regulated  by  the  law  of  mer- 
chants ;  yet  the  analogy,  as  far  as  it  goes,  is  in  favour  of 
that  construction. 

BoLLAND,  B. — The  most  convenient  rule  is  to  exclude 
the  day  of  sale.  The  seller,  generally  speaking,  has  the 
whole  of  that  day  to  deliver  the  goods,  and  as  they  are 
during  that  period  useless  to  the  purchaser,  it  is  but  fair 
to  throw  that  day  out  of  the  calculation  of  his  time  of  cre- 
dit. If  a  party  purchases  goods  on  the  1st  of  January  to 
be  paid  for  by  a  bill  at  one  month*s  date,  the  bill  would 
not  be  due  until  the  4th  of  February,  consequently  in 
every  case  in  which  the  payment  is  by  a  bill,  the  pur- 
chaser has  the  benefit  of  the  day  on  which  the  contract 
was  made. 

Alderson,  B. — I  think  the  rule  laid  down  by  Lord 
Tenterden  affords  a  very  excellent  criterion ;  that  is,  to 
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reduce  the  time  in  question  to  one  day,  and  see  if  an      ^^'^^ 
absurdity  follows  unless  that  day  is  excluded.    It  will 
then  appear  that  the  day  of  credit  is  to  be  excluded  in  all 
cases. 

Rule  absolute. 


RoBsoN  V,  Rowland. 

XHIS  was  an  action  for  money  had  and  received.   R.  V.  in  an  action 
Richards  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  depodt  paid 
state  in  writing  whether  this  action  was  brought  to  reco-  chase  of  in"'" 
ver  the  deposit  paid  by  him  to  the  defendant,  upon  the  J«^"«»  *^  ^•j 
purchase  of  certain  premises,  and  if  so,  why  the  plaintiff  tiUed  to  a  par- 
should  not  deliver  particulars  in  writing  containing  his  ob*  objectioni  to 
jections  to  the  title.  TJ^^^ll 

fact,  but  not 

Jervis  shewed  cause  and  objected  that  the  application  mattenofiaw. 
was  too  late.  The  action  was  commenced  on  the  Ist  of 
December,  1887.  On  the  6th  of  February,  18S8,  a  de- 
claration was  delivered,  to  which  the  defendant  had 
pleaded,  and  the  present  rule  was  moved  for  on  the  20th 
of  April. 

jR.  V.  Richards,  contra. — An  abstract  of  title  has  been 
delivered  by  the  defendant,  and  all  objections  made  to  it 
removed. 

Parke,  B. — On  the  authority  of  Squire  v.  Tod  (n),  and 
Colleii  V.  Thompson  (6),  the  defendant  should  be  fur* 
nished  with  the  particulars  asked  for ;  and  the  plaintiff 
must  state  all  his  objections  to  the  title  arising  from  mat. 
ters  of  fact,  but  not  those  which  are  matters  of  law. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  1  Camp.  293.  (b)  3  B.  &  P.  246. 

VOL.  VI.  P  P  D.  p.  C, 
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Wbtrc  it  ap- 
peared by  an  at- 
torney's account 
that  he  had  paid 
15/.  5s.  for  dis- 
continuance of 
ma  action,  and 
he  had  also 
done  other  bu- 
siness for  the 
plaintiff  which 
was  not  taxable, 
the  Cottjrt  re- 
fused to  compel 
him  to  deliver 
a  signed  bill,  be 
having  sworn 
that  he  had  not 
made,  and  did 
not  intend  to 
make  any 
charge  in  re- 
spect of  the  ac- 
tion. 

Qiutre,  whe- 
ther costs  paid 
by  an  attorney 
for  hit  client, 
on  discontinu- 
ance of  an  ac- 
tion, is  a  taxa- 
ble item. 


Sparrow  v.  Johns. 

JrLATT  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  on  Mr.  ArmstroDg« 
the  plaintiff's  late  attorney  in  this  suit,  to  shew  cause  why 
he  should  not  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  a  true  bill  subscribed 
with  his  own  hand  and  name,  of  all  fees,  charges,  and  dis- 
bursements in  all  matters  in  which  he  had  been  concerned 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  why  he  should  not  give  credit  for  all 
sums  received.  It  appeared  that  after  the  above  action 
had  been  commenced,  the  plaintiff  had  discontinued,  and 
that  Armstrong  had  paid  15/.  5s.  as  the  costs  of  that  dis- 
continuance. 

Kelly  shewed  cause  upon  an  affidavit  which  stated  that 
Armstrong  was  the  brother-in-law  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
that  he  had  acted  throughout  the  suit  for  her  without  fee 
or  reward.  He  had  also  done  other  business  for  her  which 
did  not  contain  any  taxable  items.  Some  family  quarrels 
having  arisen,  this  application  was  made  for  the  purpose 
of  introducing  a  taxable  item,  that  the  whole  account  run- 
ning through  several  years  might  be  submitted  to  taxation. 
[Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — A  summons  for  this  purpose  waa 
attended  before  me  at  chambers,  and  dismissed,  as  Arm- 
strong distinctly  swore  that  he  never  charged  any  costs  in 
this  business  or  intended  so  to  do.]  He  admits  that  he  did 
not  insert  this  item  in  his  account,  in  order  that  he  might 
not  be  compelled  to  have  the  whole  taxed.  If  he  were  to 
bring  action  to  recover  this  item,  his  affidavit,  in  which  he 
distinctly  swears  tiiat  he  never  made  any  charge  in  respect 
of  it  or  intended  so  to  do,  would  be  a  sufficient  answer. 
It  is  clear  that  the  statute  does  not  require  the  delivery 
of  a  signed  bill  where  there  is  no  taxable  item  (a). 

Piatt  and  Hindmarch,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The 
Court  will  order  a  bill  to  be  delivered  in  this  case,  in  pur- 

(a)  Arch.  Prac.  Vol,  1;  p.  60. 
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suance  of  the  power  which  it  exercises  over  its  officers.  1838. 
The  3  Jac.  1,  c.  7,  &  S  Geo.  2,  c  23,  are  equally  impera- 
tive in  requiring  an  attorney  to  deliver  a  bill  of  costs^  whe-  v. 
tber  twenty  or  only  one  taxable  item  appears  in  it.  [Lord 
Abinger,  C.  B. — Do  you  mean  to  contend  that  he  is  bound 
to  deliver  an  account  though  he  does  not  mean  to  charge 
for  any  taxable  item  ?  Parke,  B. — The  object  of  the  sta- 
tute was  that  the  client  should  not  have  too  great  a  de- 
mand made  upon  hun.]  A  payment  of  15L  5s.  is  made  in 
order  to  settle  the  action.  [Parke,  B. — That  was  money 
paid  upon  a  conditional  rule.  It  is  very  questionable 
whether  that  is  a  taxable  item;  it  is  not  money  paid  in  the 
conduct  of  the  cause.]  If  it  be  a  payment  in  the  making 
of  which  the  judgment  of  the  attorney  is  in  any  way  intro- 
duced^ it  is  a  taxable  item.  In  Latham  v.  Hyde  {a),  Bayley, 
B.,  says :  "  If  an  attorney  who  ought  to  deliver  his  bill  does 
not  do  so  he  cannot  recover  for  the  money  out  of  pocket  ex- 
pended in  the  course  of  legal  proceedings."  In  Hill  v.  Hum" 
phreys{b),  there  was  an  item  for  payment  of  the  costs  of  a  dis* 
continuance^  and  Lord  Eldon  says,  *'  the  question  docs  not 
arise  upon  payment  of  money  for  the  defendant  s  use,  re- 
specting which  tlie  plaintiff  was  not  called  upon  to  exercise 
his  skill  and  knowledge  as  an  attorney,  but  it  arises  upon 
the  payment  of  certain  sums  respecting  which  the  plaintiff 
was  called  upon,  as  attorney  in  a  cause,  to  exercise  his 
judgment  and  advise  his  client.  [Alderson,  B. — There 
Lord  Eldotis  judgment  proceeded  upon  the  ground  of 
there  being  a  taxable  item,  and  that  drew  all  the  other 
items  into  the  bill.]  This  is  evidently  money  paid  for  the 
benefit  of  the  client :  Miller  v.  Towers  (c).  [Alder son, 
B. — So  is  money  paid  for  conveyancing,  yet  that  is  not  a 
taxable  item.]  In  Crowder  v.  Shee  (e/),  money  paid  by  an 
attorney  for  costs,  which  the  client  was  adjudged  to  pay, 
was  held  to  be  a  disbursement  within  the  statute. 

(a)  I  C.  &  M.  128.  (c)  Peake,  102. 

(6)  2  B.  &  P.  343.  ((0  1  Camp.  437. 

Pr2 
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1838.  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — This  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Sparrow       '^  appears  that  Mr,  Armstrong  has  not  made  a  claim  nor 

V*  did  he  ever  intend  to  make  any  in  respect  of  this  disburse* 

ment ;  and  I  cannot  discover  that  any  part  of  the  statute 

requires  a  bill  to  be  delivered  under  such  circumstances. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  object  of 
the  statute  is,  that  the  client  is  not  to  have  too  large  a 
demand  made  upon  him,  but  here  the  attorney  makes  no 
charge  whatever.  Whether  or  not  this  might  be  a  taxable 
item  in  a  case  where  the  attorney  was  to  be  paid  for  his 
trouble  I  do  not  give  any  opinion,  but  here,  where  he  was 
conducting  the  case  without  fee  or  reward,  it  certainly  was 


Alderson,  B. — In  Proiliero  v.  Thomas  (a),  Gibbs,  C.  J. 
lays  down  the  proposition,  that  a  bill  is  necessary  where 
the  attorney  has  made  disbursements,  or  is  about  to  sue 
for  compensation  for  his  trouble.  I  think  it  very  doubtful 
whether  this  is  a  taxable  item  at  all,  but  under  the  cir- 
cumstances it  certainly  is  not. 

Rule  discharged. 

(n)  6  Taunt.  195. 


Doe  d,  Robrrts  v,  Roberts. 

Ifaninfiint  lei«  JoAYLEY  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  on  the  lessor  of 
is  a  pauper,  the  the  plaintiff  to  give  security  for  costs,  on  the  ground  that 
~u"re  him  to"      ^^  ^^^s  an  infant.     He  cited  Doe  d.  Selby  v.  Alston  {a). 

find  some  per- 

riT  foMh"de"-  J^^vis  shewcd  cause,  upon  an  affidavit  that  the  infant 
fendant's  costs,    was  a  pauper. 

Bayley^  in  support  of  the  rule,  referred  to  Anon.  (6)  as 
{a)  1  T.  R.  491.  (b)  1  Wis.  ISO. 
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an  authority  that  in  such  case  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  1838. 
will  be  required  to  find  some  person  to  be  security  for  ^^^ 
him.  „    ^' 

Roberts 


The  Court  discharged  the  rule  upon  the  terms  that  the 
infant's  father  should  be  substituted  for  John  Doc. 


9. 

Roberts. 


Jones  v.  Smith. 

Addison  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  A  plea  of  the 
judgment  signed  in  this  case  for  want  of  a  plea  should  not  defencUnt  u  not 
be  set  aside  for  irregularity.     The  defendantf  who  was  a  ^*^*°  ^^f  ^^^ 

o  J  '  section  of  the 

married  woman,  had  pleaded  her  coverture.     The  plaintiff  3&4W.4,c.42, 
treated  this  plea  as  a  nullity  and  signed  judgment^  on  the  pieas  in  abate- 
ground  that  it  did  not  state  the  husband  to  be  within  the  j"f"d^Mo".°^te 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  nor  was  there  any  affidavit  stat*  ^***^  ^**«  perwn 

,  ,  /..,.!  .  .  not  joined  is 

ing  his  place  of  residence,  with  convenient  certainty,  as  resident  within 

1.1         •       1.   A  A.  r  •   •    J  the  jurisdiction 

required  m  pleas  m  abatement  for  non-jomder.  of  the  Court, 

&c. 

James  shewed  cause,  and  relied  on  the  3  &  4  Will.  4, 
c.  i2,  8. 8,  which  enacts,  that  ''  no  plea  in  abatement  for 
the  non-joinder  of  any  person  as  a  co-defendant  shall  be 
allowed  in  any  court  of  common  law,  unless  it  shall  be 
stated  in  such  plea  that  such  person  is  resident  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  unless  the  place  of  residence 
of  such  person  shall  be  stated  with  convenient  certainty  in 
an  affidavit  verifying  such  plea." 

Parke,  B« — The  section  referred  to  does  not  apply  to 
any  case  of  non-joinder,  except  where  the  plaintiff  can  go 
on  against  the  party  pleading  in  abatement.  This  view  of 
the  case  is  confirmed  by  the  9th  and  10th  sections;  the 
former  enables  the  plaintiff  to  reply  the  bankruptcy  or 
insolvency  of  the  party  not  joined  ;  and  the  latter  enables 
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1838.         the  plaintiff  to  enter   up  judgment  against  the  original 
Jones         defendants,  in  case  it  shall  appear  that  the  persons  named 


«•  in  the  plea  in  abatement  are  not  liable. 

Smith. 


Rule  absolute. 


LuMLEY  r.  Hempson. 

The  rule  which  JtLATT  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  on  the  defendant's 

notice  where  no  attorney  to  shew  cause  why  all  proceedings  in  this  case 

tal^n  in^*^  should  not  be  set  aside.     It  appeared  that  the  writ  issued 

ante  for  mort  ;„  February,  1836.     On  the  18th  of  March  an  order  was 

than  four  terms,  ''  \ 

does  not  ipplj  obtained  staying  all  proceedings  until  the  5th  day  of  the 
ttonVtet  Mide  ensuing  Easter  Term,  since  which  time,  no  further  step 
P"^**^"*^       had  been  taken  in  the  cause. 

Chilton  shewed  cause,  and  objected  that  as  more  than 
four  terms  had  intervened,  no  step  could  now  be  taken 
without  a  term's  notice.  [^Parke^  B. — Will  that  rule  ap- 
ply to  an  application  to  set  aside  proceedings  ?  This  is 
not  a  step  in  the  progress  of  the  cause,  but  an  application 
to  stop  it.]  The  rule  of  the  Common  Pleas,  £•  T.  13  Geo. 
2|  cited  in  May  v.  Wooding  (a),  orders,  ''  that  in  all  cases 
in  which  there  have  been  no  proceedings  for  four  terms, 
&c.,  the  party  who  desires  to  proceed  again  shall  give  a 
term's  notice  to  the  other  of  such  proceedings.  In  Tip^ 
ton  v.  Meeke  (&),  where  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  rule  for  a 
new  trial,  but  neglected  to  carry  down  the  cause  for  more 
than  four  terms,  the  court  would  not  discharge  the  rule  on 
motion,  a  term's  notice  of  such  motion  not  having  been 
previously  given. 

Parke,  B. — The  rule  requiring  a  term's  notice  where 
no  step  has  been  taken  for  more  than  four  terms  does  not 

(a)  3  M.  &  S.  600.  (6)  8  Moore,  679. 
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apply  here.  The  plaintiff  does  not  seek  to  take  a  pro-  1838. 
ceeding  to  judgment,  but  says  the  past  proceedings  are 
entirely  wrong,  and  applies  to  the  equitable  jurisdiction  of 
the  Court  to  set  them  aside.  The  object  of  the  rule  re- 
quiring  a  term's  notice  is,  that  one  party  may  be  forewarned 
of  an  intention  which  the  other  may  entertain  to  take  a 
step  in  some  proceedings  to  judgment,  which  have  been 
suspended  for  four  terms. 

The  rule  was  subsequently  discharged  upon  another 
ground. 


Baxter  r.  Bailey. 
JDALL  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  discharge  the  defend-  ^^J*"  *«  ^** 

**  took  place  it 

ant  out  of  custody,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  not  been  the  sitting!  after 
charged  in  execution  within  two  terms  after  trial,  as  re*  a^  judgment 
quired  by  H.  T.  8  WiU.  4,  s.  85,  1  Reg.  Gen.,  and  final  T^ermi'and  IT 
judgment  signed  in  Michaelmas  Term.    The  cause  was  the  following 
tried  at  the  sittings  after  Trinity  Term,  1837  (a).    In  the  defendant  ren- 
following  Michaelmas  vacation  the  defendant  rendered  in  cWe  of  his 
discharge  of  his  bail,  and  at  the  commencement  of  the  ^^M-Seid, 

®  that  by  the  rule 

present  term  he  was  charged  in  execution.    It.  was  con-  of  this  Court  of 

T  T  26  &  27 

tended  that  Trinity  Term  counted  as  one  of  the  two  terms,  Geo. '2,  the  de- 
and  that  therefore  the  defendant  ought   to  have  been  Jfndant  should 

°  be  charged  in 

charged  in  execution  in  Michaelmas  Term.  execuUon  in 

Hilary  Term. 

Peacock  shewed  cause. — The  question  turns  upon  the 
construction  to  be  put  upon  the  rule  of  H.  T.  2  Will.  4, 
s.  85,  which  requires^  that  ''the  plaintiff  shall  proceed  to 
trial  or  final  judgment  against  a  prisoner  within  three 
terms  inclusive  after  declaration,  and  shall  cause  the  de- 
fendant to  be  charged  in  execution  within  two  terms  in- 

(a)  Ante,  toI.  I,  p.  194. 
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1838.  elusive  after  such  trial  or  judgment,  of  which  the  term  in 
or  after  which  the  trial  was  had  shall  be  reckoned  one.** 
As  the  defendant  was  not  in  custody  at  the  time  of  trial. 
Trinity  Term  cannot  be  counted  as  one  of  these  terms. 
The  rule  applies  only  from  the  time  the  defendant  is  pro- 
ceeded against  as  a  prisoner.  Besidesi  it  is  not  stated 
that  the  plaintiff  had  notice  of  the  defendant's  intention 
to  surrender,  and  therefore  it  was  not  possible  for  him  to 
comply  with  the  terms  of  the  rule. 

Ball. — The  plaintiff's  affidavit  states  that  the  defendant 
rendered  in  discharge  of  his  bail,  which  implies  that  the 
plaintiff  had  received  notice  of  the  surrender. 

Parke,  B. — The  first  point  does  not  depend  solely  on 
the  construction  of  the  rule  of  H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  but  also  on 
a  rule  of  this  Court  of  T.  T.  26  &  27  Geo.  2,  which  directs 
that,  in  case  of  a  surrender  in  discharge  of  bail  after  final 
judgment  obtained,  unless  the  plaintiff  shall  proceed  to 
cause  the  defendant  to  be  charged  in  execution  upon  the 
said  judgment  within  two  terms  next  after  such  surrender^ 
and  due  notice  thereof  (of  which  two  terms  the  term 
wherein  the  surrender  was  made  shall  be  taken  to  be  one) 
the  prisoner  shall  be  discharged  out  of  custody  by  super- 
sedeas, unless  good  cause  be  shewn  to  the  contrary." 
The  question  then  is,  whether  a  surrender  in  vacation  has 
or  has  not,  for  this  purpose,  a  reference  to  the  preceding 
term,  and  the  case  of  Borer  v.  Baker  (a)  decides  that  it 
has.  The  defendant  ought,  therefore,  to  have  been 
charged  in  execution  in  Hilary  Term.  With  respect  to 
the  other  point,  I  think  the  statement  which  has  been  re- 
ferred to  in  the  plaintiff's  affidavit  sufficiently  bliews  that 
he  had  notice  of  the  surrender. 

Rule  absolute  {b). 

(a)  Autc^  Vpl.  2»  p.  608.    (6)  See  Colbron  v.  HaU,  ante,  vol.  5,  p.  534. 
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1838. 

PuGH  V.  Roberts. 

XrESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff 's  Treipusfor 
dwelling-house  and  stable.     Pleas,  first,  not  guilty;   se-  J^^ri^^ 
condly,  as  to  breaking  the  dwelling-house  and  stable,  that  pontiff'*  djen- 
they  were  not,  nor  was  either  of  them,  at  the  said  time  Pleas,  not 
when  &c.,  the  dwelling-house  or  stable  of  the  plaintiff.  ^  iwdUog- 
The  cause  was  tried  before  Williams,  J.,  at  the  last  Me-  ^^i^^^?^^ 
rionethshire  assizes,  when  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict  ATerdictwas 

found  for  the 

with  one  farthing  damages.    The  Master  on  taxation  hav-  plaintiff  with 
ing  refused  to  allow  more  costs  than  damages,  damaget:-^ 

Held,  that  he 
was  entitled  to 

Jervis  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  the  Master  to  tax  the  fiUi  coats,  not- 
plaintiff  his  full  costs,  against  which  ^  &  2S  Cal  9, 


c  9,  s.  136. 


N.  Clarke  shewed  cause. — The  plaintiff  is  not  entitled 
to  more  costs  than  damages.  Before  the  new  rules^  if  the 
general  issue  only  was  pleaded,  the  plaintiff  would  not 
be  entitled  to  full  costs  without  a  certificate  under  the 
22!i23  Car.  2,  c.  9,  s.  136.  Here,  the  two  pleas  together 
amount  to  the  old  plea  of  the  general  issue. 

Parke,  B. — The  question  is,  whether  the  plea  denying 
the  house  and  stable  to  be  the  plaintiff's  does  not  neces- 
sarily put  the  title  in  issue.  We  decided  in  Pumelt  v. 
Young  (a)  that  this  plea  is  a  denial  of  title,  and  if  so,  must 
it  not  bring  the  title  in  question,  so  as  to  prevent  the 
operation  of  the  statute  of  Charles  ?  The  consequence  is, 
that  if  the  defendant  chooses  to  plead  such  a  plea  he  must 
pay  the  costs  of  trying  it. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  Ante,  p.  347. 
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1838. 

Cooper  v.  Morecroft. 
To  debt  for  mo-  JJEBT  fov  monev  lent,  and  money  due  upon  an  account 

ney  lent,  the 

defendant  Stated.    Plea,  as  to  all  except  5L  nunquam  indebitatus^^ 

qum  iodl^u-  ^"^  ^^  ^^  fi^^  pounds,  a  set-off  for  work  and  labour, 
nu  to  ftU  except  money  paid  and  money  due  on  an  account  stated.  At  the 
thftt  sum  a  set-  trial  before  the  under-sheriff  of  Middlesex,  the  defendant 
and  laLmr'and  tendered  evidence  of  payment  at  different  times,  of  sums 
ATI? t^u^n  c^^®™g  ^h®  plaintiff's  demand.  It  was  objected  ibat  this 
thete  pleadings  evidence  could  not  be  received,  there  being  no  plea  of 
could  not  give  payment,  and  Belbin  v.  Bott  (a),  and  Eme$t  ▼•  Brown  (i), 
p«™ntofthe  ^^'^  referred  to.  The  under-sheriff  admitted  the  evi- 
piaintiff's  claim,  dence,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  defendant. 

Busby f  having  obtained  a  rule  to  set  aside  the  verdict, 
and  for  a  new  trial, 

Hughes  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  the  evidence 
was  admissible  under  the  set-off  for  money  paid. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  opinion,  that  upon  these  pleadings 
the  defendant  could  not  give  evidence  of  payment  of  the 
plaintiff's  claim.  The  plea  of  set-off  is  in  fact  a  cross 
action. 

Rule  absolute. 


(a)  Ante,  Vol.  6,  p.  604.  (h)  lb.,  p.  637. 


Shackel  r.  Ranger. 

The  rule  of  H.  JlL ATT moYed  to  set  aside  the  notice  of  trial  and  sub- 
which  requires  Sequent  proceedings  in  this  cause  for  irregularity.  The 
cTcry  pleading    action  was  brouffht  on  a  promissory  note,  the  venue  beinir 

to  be  dated,  does    ^  o  r  j  '  o 

not  apply  to  a  in  Gloucestershire.  The  defendant  pleaded  a  special 
by  one  party       plca,  to  which  the  plaintiff  replied   concluding   to   the 

for  the  other. 
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country,  and,  without  demanding  a  rejoinder  or  waiting  18S8. 
four  days,  added  the  similiter,  which  had  no  date  to  it,  and 
delivered  the  issue.  Notice  of  trial  was  given  on  the  19th 
of  March,  the  commission  day  at  Gloucester  being  the 
31st.  The  defendant  was  not  under  terms  to  rejoin  gratis 
or  take  short  notice  of  trial.  The  defendant's  attorney  re- 
turned the  issue  as  irregular,  and  the  plaintiff  subsequent- 
ly proceeded  to  trial,  and  obtained  a  verdict,  the  defend- 
ant not  appearing.  Plati  contended  that  the  similiter 
must  be  considered  as  a  pleading,  and  therefore  came 
within  the  terms  of  the  rule  of  H.  T.,  4  Will.  4  (a),  which  re- 
quired that  every  pleading  as  well  as  the  declaration  shall 
be  entitled  of  the  day  of  the  month  and  year  when  plead- 
ed. In  Worthington  v.  Wigley  (i),  the  omission  to  trans- 
scribe,  into  the  issue  delivered,  the  dates  of  the  pleadings, 
was  held  to  constitute  a  variance,  of  which  the  defendant 
was  entitled  to  avail  himself  after  trial. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — In  this  case,  there  seems  to  me 
no  reason  for  dating  the  similiter.  The  object  of  giving  a 
date  is,  that  the  other  party  may  know  when  the  pleading 
was  delivered,  but  when  the  party  delivers  the  pleading  of 
the  opposite  party  himself,  he  must  know  the  date  of  it. 

Parke,  B. — There  is  no  doubt  that  when  the  plaintiff's 
pleading  concludes  to  the  country,  he  may  add  the  simili- 
ter, and  give  notice  of  trial  forthwith,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant, unless  he  is  under  terms,  may  strike  out  the 
similiter  and  demur.  Here,  all  the  defendant  did  was  to 
return  the  issue.  If  we  were  called  upon  to  decide  this 
question  for  the  first  time,  I  should  say  that  it  is  much 
more  reasonable  to  decide  that  the  rule  applies  only  to  cases 
in  which  the  party  delivers  his  own  pleading,  especially  as 
the  new  rule  is  only  a  substitution  for  the  old  practice, 

(a)  Ante,  vol.  2,  p.  313.  (6)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  209. 
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1838.  which  required  the  date  of  the  term  only,  and  formerly 
when  the  similiter  was  added ,  no  date  of  the  term  was  re« 
quired  to  it. 

Alderson,  B.5  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


Booth  v.  Drake. 
In  actions  for      TrESPASS  for  assault,  battery,  and  false  imprisonment. 

fiuie  imprison-  ^  j  w  r 

ipent  the  pUin-  Plea,  not  guilty.  At  the  trial,  the  imprisonment  was  proTed, 
to  full  costs,  but  there  was  no  evidence  of  a  battery,  and  a  verdict  was 
^▼cn^iew  than  ^^""^  ^^^  ^^  plaintiff  With  one  farthing  damages.  The 
40f.  damages.     Master,  on  taxation,  having  allowed  the  plaintiff  his  full 

costs, 

Dundas  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  for  the  Master  to  review 
his  taxatiop.  It  was  formerly  considered  that  a  false  im- 
prisonment included  a  battery,  but  the  case  of  Rowling  v. 
TiU  (a)  shews  that  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  be- 
cause there  is  an  imprisonment  there  must  be  a  battery. 
[Parkef  B. — The  cases  are  very  strong  the  other  way*] 
When  one  count  of  the  declaration  stated  an  assault  on  a 
man,  and  an  assault  upon  the  horse  upon  which  he  was 
riding,  and  the  jury  gave  a  verdict  with  general  damages 
under  40^.,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  no 
more  costs  than  damages :  Bannister  v.  Fisher  (i).  In 
Emmett  v.  Lyne  (c),  the  plaintiff  declared  for  an  assault, 
battery,  and  imprisonment,  and  no  battery  was  proved,  but 
only  an  imprisonment,  and  it  was  held  that  the  Judge  had 
power  to  certify  under  the  43  Eliz.  c.  6.  In  an  action  for 
assault,  battery,  and  false  imprisonment,  if  the  verdict  be 
for  less  than  40^.,  and  the  Judge  certify,  the  plaintiff  will 
be  deprived  of  costs  though  a  battery  was  proved  at  the 
trial :    Wiffin  v.  Kincard  (d). 

(a)  Ante,  p.  169.  (c)  1  New  Rep.  255. 

(6)  1  Taunt,  357.  (d)  2  New  Rep.  471. 
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ParkEj  B. — It  has  been  the  constant  practice  in  all  ac-        1838. 
tions  of  false  imprisonment  to  tax  the  plaintiff  his  full  costs, 
notwithstanding  he  recovers  less  than  40^.  damages.     The 
action  in  fact  is  not  for  trespass  or  battery,  but  for  depriv- 
ing the  party  of  his  liberty. 

Rule  refused. 


Hollinodale  v.  Lloyd. 

JlKEATON  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  The  Court  will 
bail-bond  given  in  this  cause  should  not  be  delivered  up  to  married  womftn 
be  cancelled  on  entering  a  common  appearance,  on  the  ^nraoTaS-* 
ground  that  the  defendant  was  a  married  woman.     The  P***^***  ""'.^ 

.    .  less  the  piainuff 

aflSdavitin  support  of  the  motion,  stated  that  the  defendant  swean  that  at 
was  arrested  on  the  11th  of  April  for  30/.,  being  the  amount  nJking^becon- 
of  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  the  plaintiff  on  and  ac-  ^'■^i/^®"??' 
cepted  by  the  defendant ;  that  at  the  time  the  defendant  to  be  a  feme 
gave  the  bill,  she  informed  the  plaintiff  that  she  was  a  mar- 
ried woman  living  with  her  husband.    A  copy  of  the  mar- 
riage certificate  was  set  forth. 

Cleasbtf  shewed  cause  upon  an  affidavit  which  stated 
that  the  defendant  had,  at  various  times,  obtained  goods 
of  the  plaintiff  to  the  amount  of  30/.,  and  that  the  bill  was 
given  on  account  of  this  debt ;  that  she  did  not,  at  the 
time  she  obtained  the  goods,  or  at  any  other  time,  until 
after  the  arrest,  inform  the  plaintiff  that  she  was  a  married 
woman  :  that  she  was  possessed  of  houses  and  other  pro- 
perty at  Gravesend,  and  on  the  2oth  April,  1837,  gave  the 
plaintiff  an  order  on  one  of  her  tenants  for  the  payment  to 
him  of  1/.  on  her  account,  which  the  tenant  declined  to  do 
in  consequence  of  the  defendant  having  then  received  the 
whole  amount  of  rent  due  to  her :  that  the  defendant  re- 
sided at  Gravesend  for  nearly  twelve  months,  during  which 
period  she  was  not  living  with  her  husband,  nor  was  she 
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1838.         known  to  the  plaintiff  as  a  married  woman.     Cleasby  re- 
„    ^  ferred  to  Slater  v.  Mills  (a\  and  contended  that  the  ground 

••  of  that  decision  was  that  the  plaintiff  knew  the  defendant 

was  married  at  the  time  of  arresting  her. 

Parks,  B. — It  is  the  uniform  rule  to  discharge  a  mar- 
ried woman  on  entering  a  common  appearance,  unless  tlie 
plaintiff  swears  that  at  the  time  of  making  the  contract  she 
represented  herself  to  be  a  feme  sole. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.2d0. 


SUARPE  V.  WaGSTAFF. 

la  an  action  on  JJEBT  for  work  and  labour  as  an  apothecary.  Plea, 
bmitisnotne-  uunquam  indebitatus.  At  the  trial,  before  the  under- 
SaTthc  plain-  sheriff  of  Middlesex,  the  plaintiff  having  proved  his  claim, 
tiff  was  not  in     jt  ^^g  objected  On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the 

practice  prior  to  ^     ^ 

or  on  the  5th  of  plaintiff  had  given  no  evidence,  that  he  was  actually  prac- 
or^h^r'not  ob-    tising  as  an  apothecary  before  or  on  the  1st  of  August, 

lifiMtt puwuant  *®'^'  ^^  **^  ^^  ^^^  obtained  a  certificate  to  practise  as 
tothe55Geo.3,  an  apothecary  pursuant   to  the  55Geo.3,  c.  194,  s.21. 

c  194    s  2 1 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  contended,  that  the  ob- 
jection ought  to  have  been  taken  by  plea.  The  under- 
sheriff  directed  a  nonsuit,  with  liberty  for  the  plaintiff  to 
move  to  set  aside  the  nonsuit  and  enter  a  verdict  in  his 
favour  for  40s. 

Thomas  having  obtained  a  rule  accordingly, 

Heaton  shewed  cause. — The  question  turns  upon  the 
55  Geo.  S,  c.  194,  s.  SI,  which  enacts  that  *^  no  apothecary 
shall  be  allowed  to  recover  any  charges  claimed  by  him  in 
any  court  of  law>  imless  such  apothecary  shall  prove  on  the 


WAaiTATF. 
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trial  that  he  was  in  practice  as  an  apothecary  prior  to  or  on  1838. 
the  said  5th  day  of  August,  1815|  or  that  he  has  obtained 
A  oertificate  to  practise  as  an  apothecary  from  the  said  ^  9. 
masteri  wardens  and  society  of  apothecaries  as  aforesaid." 
This  is  not  a  matter  which  is  required  to  be  pleaded,  as  it 
is  not  in  fact  a  defence ;  but  proof  of  the  certificate  is  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover. 
The  rule  of  Court  requires  ''  that  all  matters  in  confession 
and  avoidance,  including  not  only  those  by  way  of  dis- 
charge, but  those  which  shew  the  transaction  to  be  either 
void  or  voidable  in  point  of  law,  on  the  ground  of  fraud  or 
otherwise,  shall  be  specially  pleaded.**  This  rule  cannot 
be  considered  as  extending  to  cases  like  the  present,  where 
the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  give,  in  the  first  instance,  certain 
evidence,  to  entitle  him  to  recover.  The  question  arose  in 
the  case  of  Morgan  v.  Ruddock  (a),  and  Patleson^  J.,  in 
delivering  judgment  after  consideration,  says :  **  The  sta- 
tute has  made  the  proof  of  the  practice  or  certificate  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  plaintiffs  recovery,  and  there- 
fore  he  must  prove  it  as  a  part  of  his  case.  If  I  were  to 
decide  that  the  defendant  must  plead  such  a  matter,  the 
decision  would  operate  as  a  repeal  of  the  act  of  Parliament 
of  55  Geo.  8,  c.  194,  s.  91.  The  8  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42.  s.  1, 
contains  an  exception  in  favour  of  persons  who  are  em- 
powered by  act  of  Parliament  to  plead  the  general  issue 
and  give  the  special  matter  in  evidence.  This  proviso 
clearly  shews  that  the  recent  statute  was  not  intended  to 
interfere  with  the  right  of  the  defendant  to  plead  the  ge- 
neral issue,  and  give  the  special  matter  in  evidence  under 
that  plea,  wherever  that  right  was  secured  by  act  of  Par- 
liament, and  therefore  a  fortiori  it  did  not  intend  to  relieve 
the  plaintiff  from  proving  certain  matters  as  part  of  his 
case  where  an  act  of  Parliament  required  it  to  be  done. 
It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  would  not  be 

(a)  Ante,  yoL4,p.dlL 


9, 
WAOtTAFF. 
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1838.  entitled  to  recoyer  without  givbg  such  proof  as  the  ad  of 
sbarpk  Parliament  requiredi  and  therefore  that  the  defendant  was 
not  bound  to  plead  it.  The  objection  is,  in  fact*  founded 
on  a  defect  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plamtiff,  and  not 
on  a  matter  which  the  defendant  ought  to  have  pleaded.** 
In  Wills  V.  Langridge  (a)  it  was  also  held  that  this  was 
not  a  matter  which  ought  to  be  pleaded ,  since,  in  the  nature 
of  things,  the  defendant  could  not  be  expected  to  know 
whether  the  plaintiff  filled  the  character  in  question  or  not. 
[Aldersofif  B.— How  is  this  case  different  from  that  of  an 
attorney  who  has  not  taken  out  his  certificate  ?]  The  dis- 
tinction is  adverted  to  in  the  case  of  Jjane  v.  Glenny  (6), 
where  Liltledale,  J.,  observes — **  The  difference  between 
the  positions  of  attornies  and  apothecaries  is  this:  as  to 
attornies  they  are  competent  to  make  a  contract,  but  are 
disabled  from  recovering  upon  it  if  it  appears  that  they 
have  not  complied  with  the  provisions  of  the  statute.  But 
as  to  apothecaries,  the  legislature  deprives  them  of  all 
capacity  to  make  a  contract  unless  duly  qualified ;"  and 
Patteson,  J.,  says :  ''  The  case  of  Morgan  v.  Ruddock 
was  decided  simply  on  the  words  of  the  statute,  which 
provide,  that  an  apothecary  shall  not  recover  unless  he 
shall  prove  on  the  trial  that  he  was  duly  qualified.  It  is 
impossible,  therefore,  without  repealing  the  statute,  to  hold 
him  entitled  to  recover  unless  he  does  give  such  proof.'* 
In  Field  V.  Woods  (c),  which  was  an  action  on  a  banker's 
check  which  appeared  to  have  been  post-dated,  it  was  held 
that  the  objection  of  the  want  of  a  stamp  might  be  taken 
advantage  of  without  pleading  it.  [Alderson,  B. — The 
plea  of  non-assumpsit  puts  in  issue  the  matters  of  fact 
from  which  the  contract  or  promise  is  to  be  implied ;  does 
the  act  make  the  certificate  one  of  these  matters  of  fact  ?] 
There  can  be  no  legal  contract  between  the  parties  unless 
the  plaintiff  has  a  certificate.     [Parke,  B. — You  will  not 

(a)  5  Adol.  &  E.  383.  son  v.  Roland,  ante,  p.  2/1. 

(b)  2  N.  &  P.  258.    See  Robin-         (c)  Ante,  p.  23. 


WAGlTAir. 
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contend  that  if  there  was  a  plea  of  release  or  accord  and         1838. 
satisfaction  only  on  the  record «  it  would  be  necessary  to 

SHAKPE 

prove  the  certificate:  the  statute  must  therefore  be  read  _  9, 
with  some  qualification.]  If  the  contract  is  admitted  by 
the  pleadings,  there  would  be  a  mere  collateral  matter  to 
be  tried.  [Parie,  B. — I  should  have  very  little  doubt 
about  it,  but  for  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench.] 

Thomas,  in  support  of  the  rule. — This  is  a  defence 
which  ought  to  have  been  pleaded  specially.  The  words 
**  prove  on  the  trial  *'  mean  that  proof  must  be  given  if  that 
matter  is  in  issue.  But  the  defendant  may  M'aive  his 
right  of  compelling  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  he  is  an 
apothecary,  and  may  merely  put  him  to  the  proof  of  his 
claim  for  medicines  supplied.  By  not  pleading  the  want 
of  a  certificate,  the  defendant  must  be  considered  as 
having  admitted  the  plaintiff  to  be  an  apothecary.  The 
argument  on  the  other  side  must  go  to  this  extent,  that 
the  possession  of  a  certificate  forms  part  of  the  contract. 
If  a  good  cause  of  action  at  common  law  appear  in  the 
declaration,  the  defendant  must,  since  the  new  rules,  plead 
any  statutable  illegality  in  the  contract :  Barneit  v.  Glot" 
sop  (a).  With  respect  to  attornies,  it  has  been  expressly 
decided  that  the  non-delivery  of  a  signed  bill  must  be 
specially  pleaded  :  Bed  v.  Mordant  (b) ;  and  there 
seems  to  be  no  real  distinction  between  the  cases. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Parke,  B. — We  have  considered  this  case,  and  as  we 
are  only  a  Court  of  concurrent  jurisdiction,  M-e  feel  bound 
by  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  whatever 
doubt  we  may  feel  upon  the  subject. 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  625.  (^)  2  Biog.  N.  C.  140. 

VOL.  VI.  Q  Q  D.  P.  C. 
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contend  ttiat  if  there  was  a  plea  of  release  nr  accoril  and 
Mtiafaction  only  on  the  record,  it  would  be  necetiary  to 
prove  the  certificate :  the  statute  must  therefore  be  read 
with  some  qualification.]  If  the  contract  ia  admitted  by 
the  pleadings,  there  would  be  a  mere  collateral  matter  to 
be  tried.  [Parke,  B.—I  ahould  have  very  Utile  doubt 
about  it,  but  for  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  King'* 
Bench.] 

l^omiu,  in  support  of  the  rule. — This  is  a  defence 
which  ought  to  have  been  pleaded  specially.  The  words 
"  prove  on  the  trial "  mean  that  proof  must  be  given  if  that 
matter  ia  in  issue.  But  the  defendant  may  waive  hit 
light  of  compelling  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  he  is  an 
ipotbecary,  and  may  merely  put  him  to  the  proof  of  hi» 
claim  for  medicines  supplied.  By  not  pleading  the  want 
of «  certificate,  the  defendant  must  be  considered  as 
having  admitted  the  pUtntilF  to  be  an  apothecary.  The 
acigotnent  on  the  other  side  must  go  to  this  extent,  that 
the  possession  of  n  certificate  forms  part  of  the  contract. 
If  a  good  cause  of  action  at  common  law  appear  in  the 
decUration,  (he  defendant  must,  since  the  new  rule*,  plead 
any  statutable  illegality  in  the  contract ;  Barneit  v.  Clot' 
«op  (a).  With  respect  to  attornies,  it  lias  been  cx|;re>sl> 
decided  that  the  noo-dehrery  of  a  signed  bill  must  be 
^bpeciBlly  pleadeJ  :  Beel  t.  Mordattt  {b} ;  and  there 
^Hnn  to  be  no  real  dlftinctioa  between  the  casci, 

^^  Cur.  !tdv,»uls. 


Fakxi;  B^^H>  bait  corniJered  this  case,  ana  s'  w* 

r  ■  -      -.  .rreflt  jnrisdictioa,  we  fed  bour-1 

.'jfi  of  Wncen's  Beitcfa,  whaKver 


ibjeet. 
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Maude  r.  Meesham. 

Tounimptit  AsSUMPSIT  by  the  Darlinrrton  Joint  Stock  Banking 
the  defendimt      Company  for  money  laid  out  and  paid  to  the  defendant's 

&C.,  that  he  January,  1838,  the  defendant  was  possessed  of  a  certain 
a  bill  of  ex-  bill  of  exchange,  theretofore  drawn  by  the  defendant  upon, 
by*hfm  upon"  ^"^  accepted  by,  one  C.  Mason,  whereby  the  defendant 
and  accepted  by  required  the  said  C.Mason  to  pay  to  him,  the  defendant, 

C  M.,  lor  pay-  *  *    "^ 

mentofsooi:  three  years  after  the  date  thereof,  the  sum  of  500/.;  and 

date,  and  there-  thereupon,  in  Consideration  that  the  defendant  would  in- 

deratSon  that"'  ^o^se  the  said  bill  to  the  said  company,  they  then  agreed 

defendant  with  the  defendant  to  pay,  lay  out,  and  expend  for  him 

would  indorse  i    >/        */ 

the  said  bill  to  500/.,  in  such  sums  of  money  as  the  defendant  should 
they'^agreed'to  thereafter  require  :  averment — tliat  the  defendant  did  in- 
pay  and  lay  out  dorse  the  said  hill  to  the  said  company,  and  that  the  said 

for  him  500/.  in  i       J' 

such  sums  as  he  Company  Still  hold  the  same  for  and  on  account  of  the  said 
— //*w bad',*as  payments  of  500/.  so  agreed  to  be  laid  out  and  expended 
t\Tg"enera/'°  ^^^  ^'^®  defendant  as  aforesaid  :  that  the  500/.  in  the  intro- 
"»"«•  ductory  part  of  the  plea  mentioned,  is  the  money  paid  in 

pursuance  of  such  agreement. 

Demurrer,  assigning  for  cause  that  the  plea  is  an  argu- 
mentative, and  amounts  to  the  general  issue. 

IV.  H,  IVatson  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  plea 
clearly  amounts  to  the  general  issue.  The  bill  is  stated 
to  be  given  as  a  security  for  money,  which  is  not  payable 
until  the  bill  becomes  due.  There  could  never  then  have 
been  a  promise  to  pay  upon  request.  [Parke^  B. — No 
doubt  the  plea  would  have  been  good  if  it  had  shewn  the 
bill  to  have  been  given  in  payment  of  an  existing  debt, 
but  in  truth  it  shews  a  loan  of  money  until  the  bill  shall 
become  due.] 

Temple  in  support  of  the  plea. — At  the  time  of  lending 
the  money  it  is  agreed  that  the  bill  shall  be  placed  in 
the  hands  of  the  company.  The  bill,  then,  is  a  mere  se- 
curity for  an  existing  debt. 
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Parks,  B. — ^The  company  are  not  to  advance  the  money         1838. 
until  after  the  bill  has  been  indorsed  to  them ;  it  follows,        ^ 
therefore,  that  there  never  was  a  promise  to  pay  upon  re*  •• 

quest. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Pope  and  Others  v,  Bantard. 

AsSUiMPSrr  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.— Plea,  Non-   The  BUckhetth 
assumpsit.  The  particulars  stated  the  action  to  be  brought   quests,  act  6  &  7 
to  recover  the  sum  of  31.  lis.  6d.,  being  the  balance  due   Tl^l'^'^,^ 
to  the  plaintiffs  on  the  following  account  for  iroods  sold   from  the  juri«- 

,  /.  A  €%c.        diction  of  the 

and  delivered  to  the  defendant  between  August,   1832,  Court  any  debt 
and  July,  1836.  bei'ng'he  to^ 

Drt  £•     8.     d.         lance  of  an 

August,  1832.  To  1  ton  of  coals,        16    0      ^n^y  "zcced- 

Nov.  1  ton        do.  18    0       ""« j'--"""u 

Held,  that  the 
May,  1838  ^  ton  do.  0    12      0         commUtioneri 

had  jurisdictioDf 
April,  1834  ^  ton  do.  0    12      6         where  the  ac- 

Oct.  1835  1  ton        do.  110    0       .?""'  *^**"*»'°'* 

Dec.  J  ton  do.  0   16      0         ing  to  above  6/. 

and  reduced  by 

Feb.  1886  1  ton  do.  1    12      0         paymenu  below 

that  sum,  it  not 
appearing  that 
at  any  one  time 
so  much  at  6L 
was  due. 


July. 


Cr. 


June,  18S3 
April,  1834 

May,  1835 
Feb.  1886 


Qq2 


£8  12 

0 

£.    s. 

d. 

By  cash 

1     0 

0 

do. 

0  18 

0 

do. 

0  13 

G 

do. 

0  10 

0 

do. 

1   14 

0 

4  14 

6 

Balance 

8  17 

6 

£8  12 

0 
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The  cause  was  tried  before  the  under-sheriff  of  Middle- 
sex, when  a  verdict  was  found  in  favour  of  the  {daintiff 
for  the  amount  claimed. 

In  Hilary  Term,  Wehby  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause 
why  a  suggestion  should  not  be  entered  on  the  record,  in 
order  to  entitle  the  defendant  to  costs,  under  the  Black* 
heath  Court  of  Requests  Act  (6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  cxx)  (a). 
The  affidavit  on  which  the  rule  was  obtained  stated,  that, 
at  the  commencement  of  the  action,  the  defendant  was 
resident  within  the  limits  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  above 
Court  of  Requests,  and  was  liable  to  be  summoned  to  that 
court  for  the  debt. 


Moody  shewed  cause. — This  is  an  action  for  the  ba- 
lance of  an  account  for  goods  originally  exceeding  5/., 
and  which  has  been  reduced  by  part  payment,  and 
therefore  is  not  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  A  debt 
reduced    by   part  payment  is  only   recoverable  io   the 


(a)  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  cxx.  8.21, 
empowers  the  Commissioners  of 
the  Court  of  Requests  to  decide 
and  determine  all  disputes  and 
differences  lietween  party  and 
parly/or  any  vim  of  money  not  ex- 
ceeding  5/.  in  all  actions  or  causes 
of  dcbty  and  in  all  causes  of  as- 
sumpsit and  insimul  computas- 
sent,  &c.  &c. 

Sect.  22  enacts,  that  nothing  in 
the  act  contained  shall  extend  to 
enable  the  said  court  or  judge  to 
determine  or  decide  on  (inter  alia) 
any  debt  for  any  mm  being  the 
balance  of  on  account  ofiginally  ex^ 
ceeding  bl. 

Sect.  74  enacts,  that  if  any  ac- 
tion or  suit  for  any  amount  reco- 
verable in  the  said  Court  of  Re- 
quests, shall  be  sued  or  prosecuted 


in  any  of  his  Majesty's  Courts  at 
Westminster,  or  elsewhere  oot  of 
the  said  Court  of  Requests,  and 
it  shall  appear  to  the  Judge  or 
Judges  of  the  Court  in  which  such 
action  shall  be  tried,  that  at  the 
time  of  commencing  such  actioa 
or  suit,  the  defendant  was  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Comrt 
of  Requests,  and  was  liable  to  be 
warned  and  summoned  before  the 
said  Court  for  such  debt  or  de- 
mand, then  and  in  such  case  the 
said  Judge  or  Judges  shall  not 
allow  to  the  plaintiff  any  costs  of 
suit,  but  shall  award  that  the 
plaintiff  shall  pay  such  costs  to 
the  defendant  as  he  shall  justly 
prove  that  he  hath  incurred  ia  the 
defence  of  such  action  or  suit* 
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inferior  courti  in  cases,  in  which,  by  the  terms  of  the         lS3d. 
act,  the  right  to  costs  depends  upon  the  amount  re-        p 
covered  by  the  verdict :    Clark  v.  Askew  (a).    But  in  «. 

Fountain  v.  Young  (&),  where  the  exception  in  the  sta- 
tute (the  Southwark  Court  of  Requests,  act  43  Geo.  3, 
C.87)  was  of  **  any  debt  for  any  sum  being  the  balance  of 
an  account  on  demand  originally  exceeding  51,**  it  was 
held,  that  a  debt  originally  above  5/.,  but  reduced  below 
that  amount  by  a  part  payment  was  within  the  exception. 
Mansfield,  C.  J.,  then  says :  **  it  seems  to  me,  to  have 
been  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  that  long  and  intri- 
cate accounts  consisting  of  various  items  should  not  be 
tried  before  this  inferior  tribunal.  Upon  the  investigation 
of  a  case  arising  out  of  a  debt,  originally  amounting  to  a 
considerable  sum,  but  reduced  by  payments  below  5/., 
many  nice  and  difficult  questions  might  arise.*'  In  Abbey 
V.  Lill  (c),  the  exception  was  of  debts  ''  for  any  sums  being 
the  balance  of  an  account  or  demand  originally  exceeding 
5/.,''  and  the  Court  held,  that  an  action  to  recover  3/.  6s. 
remaining  due  on  a  bill  of  exchange  for  8/.  6s.  with  inter- 
est, was  within  the  exception.  This  very  point  arose  in 
Moreau  v.  Hicks  ((/),  on  the  former  Blackheath  Court  of 
Requests*  Act,  47  Geo.  3,  sess.  1,  c.  14,  and  although  the 
Court  gave  no  decided  opinion  on  the  point,  yet  they 
seemed  inclined  to  think  that  the  case  of  a  debt  reduced 
below  5/.  by  payments  from  time  to  time,  was  within  the 
exception,  although  it  appeared  that  at  no  time  was  more 
than  5L  due.  It  is  evident  from  these  authorities,  that 
when  the  jurisdiction  of  the  inferior  court  depends  upon 
the  nature  of  the  claim,  and  not  upon  the  amount  reco- 
vered by  verdict,  a  debt  reduced  by  part  payment  is 
not  within  the  act.  The  omission  of  the  words  "  on  de- 
mand "  in  this,  the  amended  act,  shews  an  obvious  intention 

(a)  8  East,  28.  (<0  2  AdoL  &  £.  7B2;  4  Nev. 

(6)  1  Tauot.  60.  &  M.  563. 

(c)  5BiDg.299;2M.&P.5d4. 
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1838.        that  the  amount  should  be  determined,  not  by  the  de<- 

p  mand,  but  by  the  account.     [Parke,  B. — In  order  to  d%* 

••  termine  whether  the  inferior  court  has  jurisdiction,  it  is 

BANYARD.  I  1      xi  1  •  ■ 

necessary  to  go  througli  the  account  and  ascertain  woe- 
ther  at  any  one  time  the  sum  of  5L  was  due.  If  the  de« 
mand  ever  exceeded  5Lt  the  commissioners  would  have  no 
jurisdiction.]  Suppose  the  plaintiff  had  demanded  the 
whole  8/.  12s.  without  giving  credit  for  the  payments  made, 
could  it  be  said,  that  the  case  would  then  have  been  with* 
in  the  act,  there  being  no  plea  of  payment  on  the  record  t 
It  would  be  productive  of  much  inconvenience,  if  a  case 
like  this  be  held  within  the  act,  for  the  commisaionera 
cannot  tell  whether  they  have  jurisdiction  until  they  hare 
gone  into  the  case,  and  they  may  become  liable  to  an  ac- 
tion of  trespass,  without  having  the  means  of  avoiding  it. 

Welsby,  contra. — The  latter  observation  will  equally 
apply  to  the  other  class  of  cases  where  the  jurisdiction  is 
measured  by  the  amount  of  the  verdict.  Here,  it  appears, 
that  at  no  one  time  was  there  a  debt  of  5/.  due,  which  dis- 
tinguishes the  present  case  from  those  cited.  [Parker  B. — 
Moreau  v.  Hicks  is  certainly  no  authority  one  way  or  the 
other.]  The  argument  on  the  other  side  must  go  to  this 
extent,  that  if  the  defendant  were  to  pay  for  every  article 
except  the  last,  on  the  day  following  that  on  which  it  waa 
purchased,  still  the  plaintiff  might  treat  the  last  item  as  a 
balance  of  account,  and  subject  the  defendant  to  the  coata 
of  the  superior  court. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Parke,  B. — In  this  case,  an  application  was  made  to 
enter  a  suggestion  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs,  on  the 
ground  that  the  defendant  resided  within  the  limits  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  for  the  recovery  of  small  debts  at 
Blackheath,  and  that  the  debt  was  recoverable  in  that 
Court.     The  case  turns  upon  the  question  whether  the 
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debt  was  recoverable  as  a  demand  within  the  6  &  7  Will.  1838. 
4,  c.  cxx.  By  the  ^Ist  section  of  that  act  it  is  provided^ 
that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  commissioners  to  decide  and 
determine  all  disputes  and  diflerences  between  party  and 
party  for  any  sum  of  money  not  exceeding  5/.  in  all  ac- 
tions or  causes  of  debt,  and  in  all  causes  of  assumpsit 
or  insimul  computassent,  &c.  And  the  22nd  section 
enacts,  that  nothing  in  the  act  contained  shall  extend 
to  enable  the  said  court  to  judge,  determine,  or  decide  on 
any  debt  for  any  sum  being  the  balance  of  any  account 
originally  exceeding  51.  The  question  is,  whether  this 
action  was  brought  for  the  balance  of  an  account  origi" 
nally  exceeding  SL     We  think  it  was  not. 

The  plaintiffs  sought  to  recover  a  balance  of  8/.  17^.  6{/. 
due  for  coals  supplied  at  eight  different  times,  between 
August,  1832,  and  July,  1836,  in  small  quantities;  on  ac- 
count of  which  payments  were  from  time  to  time  made, 
so  that  at  no  one  time  was  so  much  as  51.  due  from  the 
defendant  to  the  plaintiffs.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the 
Court  of  Requests  had  jurisdiction  to  decide  upon  this 
debt.  The  meaning  of  the  term  "  originally,"  in  the 
clause  in  question  is  somewhat  obscure,  but  we  think  it  is 
to  be  understood  to  apply  to  a  case,  where  credit  was 
given  at  one  time  for  an  amount  exceeding  5/.,  either  in 
one  or  different  sums,  although  afterwards  the  credit 
might  have  been  reduced  under  that  sum  by  part  pay- 
ments before  the  commencement  of  the  suit  in  the  superior 
courts,  and  that  the  act  of  parliament  did  not  intend  to 
deprive  the  Court  of  jurisdiction,  whenever  the  plaintiff 
should  claim  on  the  credit  side  of  his  account  against  the 
defendant  items  altogether  exceeding  5/.,  and  would  in 
the  usual  conduct  of  a  cause  prove  to  that  amount  origi" 
nally  in  the  first  instance^  before  the  defendant  would  go 
into  bis  case  of  payment.  The  latter  construction  might 
be  more  convenient  to  the  commissioners,  as  they  would 
have  no  difficulty  in  ascertaining  whether  they  had  juris- 
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1838. 

Pope 
Bamyard. 


diction  or  not;  but  it  would  greatly  narrow  the  utiKty  of 
the  Court,  and  disable  creditors  upon  running  aeeounts 
for  very  small  sums  from  recovering  a  trifling  baknce. 
The  former  construction  extends  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
commissioners,  and  gives  them  full  power  to  decide  in  all 
cases  except  where  the  transactions  have  been  on  so  large 
a  scale  as  that  credit  is  given  at  one  time  for  an  amount 
of  above  5L 

It  is  true  that  the  commissioners  are,  by  this  construc- 
tion, placed  in  a  situation  of  some  difficulty;  for,  in  taking 
the  account  they  will  have,  if  they  wish  to  be  quite  secure, 
not  merely  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  the  debts  and  cre- 
dits, but  the  state  of  the  account  at  different  times ;  and 
if  they  should  find  that  51,  was  ever  due  at  one  time  they 
cannot  proceed,  and  the  suit  must  be  dismissed.  Probably 
the  practical  inconvenience  will  be  trifling. 

For  these  reasons  we  think  the  rule  must  be  made  ab- 
solute. 

Rule  absolute. 


Where  a  writ 
of  summons 
stated  the  de- 
fendant to  be 
resident  within 
the  county  of 
Worcesier, 
whereas  he  in 
fact  resided 
within  the 
city  of  Worces- 
ter, and  was 
served  there: — 
JleUl,  that  an 
application  to 
set  aside  the 
service  should 
be  made  within 
the  time  limited 
for  entering  an 
appearance. 


Child  v.  Marsh. 

JSlJTT  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  obtained  by  W.  H. 
Watson,  to  set  aside  the  service  of  a  writ  of  summons 
for  irregularity.  The  objection  was,  that  the  writ  stated  the 
defendant's  residence  to  be  in  the  county  of  Worcester, 
whereasUie  in  fact  resided  within  the  city  of  Worcester, 
and  was  served  there.  The  writ  was  served  on  the  21  st 
of  April,  and  on  the  30th  (which  was  Monday),  the  present 
rule  was  obtained.  He  contended  that  the  application  was 
too  late.  In  T^ler  v.  Green  («),  the  writ  was  served  on  the 
25th  of  October,  and  the  application  to  set  aside  the 
service  for  irregularity  was  made  on  the  Srd  of  November, 
(the  Snd  being  a  Sunday),  and  it  was  held  to  be  out  of 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  439. 


Marsh. 
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time,  and  that  it  should  have  been  made  on  the  first.  1838. 
Edmards  v.  Collins  (a)  is  also  an  authority  that  the  appli-  " 

cation  should  have  been  made  within  the  time  limited  for  »• 

entering  an  appearance. 

W.  H.  Walson  contended  that  this  was  not  a  mere 
irregularity,  but  that  objection  rendered  the  service  a 
nullity. 

Parke,  B. — On  the  authority  of  those  cases  we  think 
the  application  is  too  late. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 
(a)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  227. 


Dendy  r.  Powell. 

JLl£BT  for  money  paid,  money  lent,  &c.     Plea,  "  that  Apieaofset-oir 
the  plaintiff  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  IS^'iJJ^^^'^ 
of  the  suit  was  indebted  to  the  defendant  in  &c.,  which  "  >^ii  >*"  ^n* 

debtcd  to  the 

said  sums  of  money  so  due  and  owing  from  the  plaintiff  to  defendant, 
the  defendant,  exceed  the  supposed  debt  above  demanded, 
and  all  damages  ever  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  by  reason 
of  the  detention  thereof,  and  out  of  which  said  sums  of 
money  so  due  and  owing  to  the  defendant,  he  the  defend- 
ant is  ready  and  willing,  and  hereby  offers,  to^t  off  and 
allow  to  the  plaintiff  the  full  amount  of  the  saia  debt  and 
damages  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided." 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes  that  the  said  plea 
does  not  traverse  or  deny  any  material  allegation  in  the 
declaration,  nor  does  it  confess  or  avoid  the  causes  of 
action  to  which  it  is  pleaded,  in  this,  that  though  it  suffi- 
ciently confesses  and  admits  the  said  causes  of  action,  yet 
the  defendant  seeks  to  avoid  the  same  by  stating  that 
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before  and  at  the  time  of  the  comtnencement  of  the  suit, 
the  plaintiff  was  indebted  to  the  defendant,  without  shew* 
ing  or  averring  that  the  said  supposed  debt  is  still  in  ex* 
istence,  and  unpaid  and  unsatisfied,  and  thus  attempts,  by 
inference  only,  to  shew  a  debt  in  existence,  whereas  the 
plea  ought  to  have  averred  that  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit  the  plaintiff  was  and  still  is  indebted, 
inasmuch  as  a  defendant  can  set  off  only  those  debts  which 
were  due  to  him  from  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  action 
brought,  as  well  as  at  the  time  of  plea  pleaded ;  and  for 
that  it  does  not  appear  in  and  by  the  said  plea,  that  there 
is  any  debt  due  and  owing  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defend- 
ant, whereas  it  ought  to  have  been  shewn  and  alleged 
affirmatively,  that  the  said  debt  therein  stated  to  be  due 
and  owing  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  was  still  an  existing  debt,  and 
ground  of  set-off;  and  for  that  the  said  second  plea  is  un- 
certain, and  that  no  certain  or  sufficient  and  material  issue 
could  be  taken  thereon,  which  would  decide  the  case. 

JVigkiman,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  was  stopped  by 
the  Court. 

Hugheiy  in  support  of  the  plea. — The  plea  avers  that 
there  is  a  larger  debt  due  from  the  plaintiff  than  that 
which  he  claims  against  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant 
offers  to  set  it  off.  {^Alderson,  B. — Suppose  the  debt 
which  forms  the  subject  of  the  set-off,  was  paid  after  the 
writ  was  sued  out  and  before  plea.]  The  plea  of  set-off 
refers  to  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action : 
Jackion  v.  Godard  (a).  In  Evans  v.  Prosser  (b)  it  was 
decided  that  a  plea  of  set-off  that  the  plain  tiff  was  indebted 
to  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  plea  pleaded^  was  bad,  and 
that  it  should  state  that  he  was  indebted  at  the  commence- 

(a)  I  C.  &  M.  46.  (h)  3  T.  R.  186. 


IA8TER  TERMi  1  VICT.  tf79 

uent  of  the  action.  The  words  "  itill  indebted  **  are  im*  1896. 
material,  and  no  issue  can  be  taken  upon  them.  J^Alder' 
^on,  B. — The  statute  of  set-off  says  that  under  the  general 
issue,  the  defendant  shall  give  a  notice  of  set-off  at  the 
time  of  pleading  the  general  issue.  It  is  consistent  with 
this  plea  that  the  defendant's  clsim  may  have  ceased  to 
exist  since  the  action  was  brought.]  In  that  case  the 
plaintiff  might  have  so  replied. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  6. — ^I'he  Court  are  clearly  of  opinion 
that  the  plea  is  bad.  It  is  true  that  all  pleas  refer  to  the 
commencement  of  the  action,  but  at  the  time  the  suit  is 
commenced  the  plaintiff  has  no  means  of  knowing  whether 
the  defendant  intends  to  plead  a  set-off. 

Parke,  B. — If  the  argument  urged  to  the  Court  is 
correct,  this  case  might  happen  ;  that  a  defendant  having 
a  demand  against  the  plaintiff  arrests  him,  and  the  latter, 
for  fear  of  going  to  prison,  pays  the  debt,  and  then  the 
defendant  would  again  recover  it  upon  the  plea  of  set-off, 
and  thus  be  doubly  paid.  This  is  not  pleaded  as  an  ex- 
isting debt ;  then  we  cannot  infer  that  it  is  so,  but  have  a 
right  to  conclude  that  it  is  satisfied. 

Alderson,  B. — The  plea  must  contain  such  a  state  of 
facts  as  to  shew  that  it  cannot  be  true,  that  the  plaintiff  has 
any  right  of  action. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Jones-  v.  Shi  el. 

jBAYLY  moved   for  a  rule  to  compute  principal  and   AfUrthede- 
interest  on  a  bill  of  exchange.     The  declaration  contained    d^urition 

containing  a 
count  on  a  bill  for  210^  14<.,  and  also  counts  for  goods  sold  and  money  due  on  &n  account  stated, 
the  defendant  paid  to  the  plaintiff  150/.  generally  on  account  of  the  action: — Held,  that  the  plain- 
tiff eonld  not  have  a  rnle  to  compote,  while  the  count  for  gt)ods  sold  remained  in  the  declaration. 
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1838. 


Jones 
Shibl. 


a  count  on  the  bill  which  was  for  216/.  14tf.,and  also  counts 
for  goods  sold,  and  money  due  on  an  account  atated. 
After  declaration,  the  defendant  paid  to  the  plaintiff  ldQ/« 
on  account  of  the  action,  but  without  applying  it  specifi- 
cally to  any  part  of  the  demand.  A  rule  to  compute  had 
been  obtained,  but  the  Master  refused  to  compute  on  the 
ground,  that  under  the  circumstances  there  ought  to  be  a 
writ  of  inquiry.  It  was  contended,  that  as  the  150/.  WM 
paid  generally,  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  apply  it  in  dis- 
charge of  the  goods  sold.  [Parke,  B. — Assuming  that  to 
be  £0,  there  must  be  at  least  nominal  damages  on  that 
count.]  He  may  enter  a  remittitur  as  to  the  damages  on 
that  count  [Parkey  B. — No,  he  cannot,  because  he  has 
received  them.] 


Parke,  B. — If  the  other  side  consent  to  your  entering 
a  nolle  prosequi  as  to  the  counts  for  goods  sold  and  on  an 
account  stated,  you  can  then  have  a  rule  to  compute,  but 
as  the  case  stands  you  must  execute  a  writ  of  inquiry. 

Rule  refused. 


Treipau  will 
not  lie  against 
a  party  who 
lay  I  a  com- 
plaint before  a 
magistrate  on  a 
subject-matter 
over  which  he 
has  a  general 
jurisdicUon^and 
the  magistrate 
thereupon 
grants  a  war- 
rant, although 
the  particular 
case  is  one,  in 
which,  the  ma- 
gistrate had  no 
Jurisdiction. 


West  r.  Smallwood. 

X  KESPASS  for  assault  and  false  imprisonment.  Plea« 
not  guilty.  At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  C*  B.,  at 
the  Middlesex  sittings  after  Hilary  Term,  it  appeared^ 
that  the  plaintiff  was  a  bricklayer,  and  was  employed  by 
the  defendant  to  build  some  houses  for  him.  While  the 
work  was  going  on,  some  dispute  arose  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  in  consequence  re- 
fused to  proceed  with  the  work.  I'he  defendant  then 
went  before  a  magistrate,  and  laid  an  information  against 
the  plaintiff  under  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  34,  s.  S.  The  magis- 
trate having  granted  a  warrant,  the  plaintiff  accompanied 
the  constable  who  hail  the  execution  of  it,  and  pointed 
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out  the  plaintiff  to  him.     Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.^  was  of  1838. 

opinion  that  trespass  was  not  maintainable^  and  nonsuited  ^^^ 
the  plaintiff. 


V. 
SMAIiLWOOD. 


Kelly  moved  to  set  aside  the  nonsuit^  and  for  a  new 
trial. — It  must  be  admitted  that  when  an  information  is 
laid  before  a  magistrate  concerning  a  matter  over  which 
he  has  jurisdiction,  and  tlie  magistrate  grants  a  valid  and 
legal  warranty  under  which  the  party  is  apprehendedi  the 
proper  remedy  is  case.  But  where,  the  magistrate  has  no 
jurisdiction  to  interfere,  all  parties  who  have  acted  in  re- 
spect of  that  imprisonment  are  liable  in  trespass.  Moravia 
y.Sloper{a)  is  analagous  to  the  present  case:  there,  it  was 
held,  that  when  a  party  pleads  a  justification  under  the 
process  of  an  inferior  court,  he  must  shew  that  the  cause 
of  action  arose  within  the  jurisdiction  of  that  court.  In 
JRa/ael  v.  Verelst  {b)  it  was  held  that  trespass  was  main- 
tainable for  compelling,  contrary  to  his  inclinations,  a 
sovereign  and  independent  prince  to  imprison  the  plain* 
tiff.  Hardy  v.  Ryle  (c),  and  Lancaster  v.  Greaves  (rf), 
are  authorities  to  shew  that  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  34,  only  ap- 
plies where  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  exists,  and 
that  this  is  not  a  case  within  that  statute.  [Lord  Abinger^ 
C.  B. — I  do  not  see  how  the  defendant  can  be  a  trespasser. 
He  goes  to  a  magistrate  and  calls  upon  him  to  exercise 
his  judgment,  and  though  the  magistrate,  if  he  exceed  his 
authority,  may  be  liable  in  trespass,  the  party  who  laid 
the  complaint  is  not.  Alderson,  B. — This  is  different 
from  the  case  of  a  sheriff  where  there  is  a  void  judgment: 
there,  the  plaintiff  puts  the  writ  in  motion,  but  here  the 
defendant  comes  and  asks  the  magistrate  to  interfere, 
under  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  34,  and  it  is  the  magistrate's  fault 
if  the  party  is  wrongfully  imprisoned.     Lord  Abinger, 

(a)  Willes,  30.  (c)  D  B.  &  C.  603. 

(6)  2  W.  Biac.  983, 1055.  {d)  Id.  629. 
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1838.  C.  B. — The  deFencIant  cannot  be  said  to  put  the  magis- 
trate in  motion.  When  a  party  applies  to  a  magistrate 
who  has  a  general  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter^ 
and  states  a  case  which  the  magistrate  sees  is  not  within 
bis  jurisdiction,  but  he  nevertheless  grants  a  warrant,  how 
is  the  party  complaining  to  be  liable  ?  Alderson^  B.— -In 
Rafael  v.  Vgrelst,  Lord  Chief  Justice  X>#  Grey  says,  **  I 
consider  the  Nabob  as  not  being  the  actor  in  this  case, 
but  the  act  to  be  done  in  point  of  law  by  those  who  pro- 
cured or  commanded  it,  and  in  tiiem  it  doubtless  is  a  tres- 
pass."] There  is  another  ground  upon  which  the  case 
ought  to  have  gone  to  the  jury,  vis.  whether  the  defend- 
ant, by  pointing  out  the  plaintiff  to  the  officer,  did  not 
make  himself  a  party  to  the  imprisonment.  The  onus  of 
justifying  the  participation  by  the  defendant  in  making 
the  arrest  lies  on  him,  and  the  plaintiff  may  maintain  the 
action  without  producing  the  warrant:  Halroydv.  Don-' 
caster  (a),  EUee  v.  Smith  (6). 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — When  a  magistrate  has  a  ge- 
neral jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter,  and  a  party 
comes  before  him  and  prefers  a  complaint,  and  the  magis- 
trate makes  a  mistake  in  supposing  it  to  be  a  case  upon 
which  he  is  bound  to  exercise  his  jurisdiction,  and  grants 
a  warrant,  the  party  who  is  taken  upon  that  warrant  can- 
not have  trespass  against  the  complainant,  but  the  only 
remedy  is  an  action  on  the  case  if  he  has  acted  maliciously. 
The  magistrate  acting  without  any  jurisdiction  at  all  is 
liable  as  a  trespasser,  but  the  24  Geo.  S,  c.  44,  protects 
the  constable  who  acts  under  the  warrant.  With  respect 
to  the  other  part  of  the  case,  I  do  not  deny  that  the  fact 
of  the  defendant  pointing  out  the  plaintiff  to  the  constable 
might  be  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  but  that  point  was 
not  pressed  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  11  Moore,  440,*  3  Ding.  492.  (b)  I  D.  &  R.  97;  2  Okit.  304. 
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BoLLAND,  B. — I  agree  in  opinion.     With  regard  to  the         1838. 
case  of  a  sheriflf,  that  is  clearly  distinguishable  froin  the         ^ 
present,  for  there,  the  party  puts  the   sheriff  in  motion,  v. 

and  the  latter  acts  in  obedience  to  him.  Here,  the  party 
asks  the  magistrate  how  he  advises  him  to  act,  and  the 
magistrate  says  in  the  first  instance  that  he  thinks  a  war- 
rant will  lie.  The  complainant  does  no  more  than  lay 
before  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  the  grounds  upon 
which  he  seeks  redress,  and  the  magistrate  erroneously 
grants  a  warrant.  As  to  the  subsequent  conduct  of  the 
defendant,  he  merely  points  out  the  plaintiff  to  the  con- 
stable, and  no  malice  whatever  is  shewn. 

Alderson,  B. — As  to  the  first  point,  it  seems  to  me 
that  the  party  must  be  taken  merely  to  have  laid  his 
case  before  the  magistrate,  who  thereupon  granted  a  war- 
rant. Then,  what  has  been  done  by  the  defendant  to 
make  him  liable  in  trespass?  The  magistrate  has  granted 
a  warrant,  so  far  as  we  know,  conformably  to  the  statute. 
I  am  clearly  of  opinion,  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to 
recover  in  trespass,  though  he  might  maintain  an  action 
on  the  case,  if  he  could  shew  a  want  of  probable  cause. 
But  it  is  argued,  that  if  the  defendant  got  the  constable  to 
take  away  the  plaintiff,  the  former  is  liable  upon  these 
pleadings.  I  agree,  that  if  the  defendant  took  an  active 
part,  he  must  have  failed  on  the  general  issue,  because  it 
would  then  have  been  incumbent  on  him  to  shew  by  plea 
of  justification,  that  he  had  a  right  so  to  do.  Then  comes 
the  question,  whether,  in  point  of  fact,  any  thing  was 
done  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  cause  the  law  to  be 
put  in  force  against  the  plaintiff.  It  appears  that  all  the 
defendant  did,  was  to  point  out  the  plaintiff  to  the  consta- 
ble. I  think  that  question  should  have  been  left  to  the 
jury,  but  as  the  counsel  did  not  press  the  point,  we  ought 
not  to  interfere. 

Rule  refused. 


584  CASES  ON  POINTS  OF  PRACTICE^  EXCH. 

1838. 

Corner  Executor  r.  Showe  Executor. 

SSl^lSd  and  Assumpsit.— First  count  for  goods  sold  and  deliveped 
delivered  to        bv  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  as  executor.     Second 

the  defendant  "  *  ^  i         i    . 

OM  executor,  and  count  for  work  donc,  and  materials  provided  by  the  plain* 
labourdone  for  ^^^  ^^^  the  defendant  as  executor.  Third  count  for  mo- 
the  defendant      ^^y  p^jj  ^y  the  plaintiff  for  the  use  of  the  defendant  as 

at  executor,  ^   *  •'  * 

cannot  be  joined  executor.     Fourth  count  for  money  due  on  an  account 

money  paid  for  Stated  with  the  defendant,  as  executor,  and  that  defend- 

defen^ant  m  ^^^  ^^  cxccutor,  promised  to  pay.     PleaSy  non-assumpsit, 

executor,  and  ^ud  ne  upques  exccutor.    The  cause  was  tried  before  the 

for  money  due  *^  t»         \ 

on  an  account      Secondary  in  London,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the 

stated  with  «   •     .^p 

defendant  at         plamtltt. 
executor;  but 
a  count  for 

money  paid  for  ChantieU^  in  Michaclmas  Term,  obtained  a  rule  to  ar- 

defendantM  rcst  the  judgment,  on  the  ground  that  the  two  first  and 

be'joiMd"I^^ii  ^^^  '*^*  counts  were  for  causes  of  action,  for  which  the 

a  count  for  defendant  would  be  personally  liable,  and  could  not  be 

money  due  on       ,   ,  ^  *  *    ^ 

an  account  joined  with  counts  charging  him  in  his  representative  cha- 
defcndrnt  a*       ractcr.     He  cited  Ashby  v.  Ashby  (a). 

executor. 
If  goods,  or 

work  and  la-  Piatt  shcwed  causc.     With  respect  to  the  last  count, 

tracted  for^n*  ^^  ^^^  '^^^'^  decided  that  an  executor  may  be  liable  on  an 
the  lifetime  of     account  Stated  in  his  representative  character,  Rote  v. 

the  testator,  • 

and  the  contract  Bowler  (i),  Ellts  V.  Bowen  (c),  Powcll  V.  Graham  {d).  He 
in  the  time  of  may  also  be  liable  as  executor  for  work  and  labour,  for  if 
the  piaTnUff '  ^^  neglect  to  give  orders  for  the  funeral  of  the  testator, 
cannot  recover     and  have  Sufficient  assets  for  that  purpose,  the  law  will 

on  the  common     ,  ^  *       ■  ^ 

counts  for  goods  imply  a  promise  to  pay  the  person  who  furnishes  the 
and  labour,  but  fim^rsl  in  a  manner  suitable  to  the  testator's  degree  and 
I^edaii?''*"       circumstances,  Tugwell  v.  Heyman  {e\  Rogers  v.  Price  (/). 

If  an  action  were  brought  by  a  creditor  of  the  testator,  he 

(a)  7  B.  &  C.  444.  {d)  7  Taunt.  580. 

(b)  1  H.  Black.  IDS.  (e)  3  Cainb.298. 
(r)  Forrest,  98.                                 (/)  3  Y.  &  J.  28. 
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might  give  in  evidence  a  payment  for  the  funeral.     The         1838. 
charging  him  as  executor,  is  a  benefit  to  him,  as  it  gives       cornir 
him  a  daim  upon  the  assets.     Unless  the  contract  stated  v. 

Shows. 

on  the  record  is  impossible  there  is  no  misjoinder,  and 
there  is  nothing  impossible  in  an  executor  saying  that  he 
will  not  be  personally  responsible,  but  that  the  creditor 
must  depend  upon  the  estate  for  payment.  [Parke,  B. — 
Can  an  executor  contract  to  make  himself  liable  in  his  re- 
presentative character  only  ?  Alderson,  B. — It  is  clear 
he  cannot  be  charged  for  money  had  and  received  by  him 
as  executor,  and  his  saying  that  he  would  not  be  person- 
ally liable  could  make  no  difference.]  Suppose  a  man 
contract  for  work  to  be  done,  and  before  it  is  done  the 
party  dies,  is  not  his  executor  liable  for  it  when  after- 
wards completed  ?  [Parke,  B. — In  that  case  the  declara- 
tion should  state  the  contract  with  the  testator,  that  the 
work  was  incomplete  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  finished 
afterwards^  and  tiiat  defendant  as  executor,  tlien  promised 
to  pay.] 

Ckannell,  contra. — The  question  is,  first,  whether  an 
executor  can  be  liable  as  such  for  work  and  labour,  and 
secondly,  whether  the  form  of  pleading  is  right.  Rogers 
v.  Price  does  not  affect  the  present  case ;  it  is  doubtful 
whether  the  grounds  of  that  decision  can  be  supported. 
There,  Garrow,  B.,  in  delivering  judgment,  says:  ''  Sup- 
pose a  person  to  be  killed  by  accident  at  a  distance  from 
home,  what  in  such  a  case  ought  to  be  done?  The  com- 
mon principles  of  decency  and  humanity,  the  common  im- 
pulses of  our  nature,  would  direct  every  one  as  a  prelimi- 
nary step  to  provide  a  decent  funeral,  at  the  expense  of 
the  estate.  It  is  not  necessary,  in  that  or  in  any  other 
case,  to  wait  until  it  can  be  ascertained  whether  the  de-' 
ceased  has  left  a  will,  or  appointed  an  executor,  or,  even 
if  the  executor  be  known,  can  it,  wiicn  the  distance  is 
greater,  be  necessary  to  have  communication  with  that  ex- 

VOL,  VI.  R  K  D.  p.  c. 
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editor  before  any  step  is  tnken  in  the  perrormance  of 
those  last  offices  which  require  immediate  attenticm."  This 
doctrine  seeros  to  have  been  (h'sapproved  of^  in  Lucy  v. 
Walrond (a).  The  words,  '' as  executor**  in  the  first  two 
counts  must  be  rejected  as  surplusage.  [Alderson,  B«— > 
Might  there  not  be  a  case  hke  that  put  by  Mr.  Plattj  in 
which  an  executor  says  :  ''I  will  not  be  personally  re* 
sponsible,  but  only  to  the  extent  of  the  assets?"]  In  that  case 
it  would  be  necessary  to  declare  as  upon  a  conditional 
contract.  Suppose  the  case  of  a  single  count  for  goods 
sold  to  the  defendant,  as  executor;  could  he  plead  plene 
administravit?  and  if  not,  it  follows  that  he  is  liable  in  his 
personal  character.  Tiiis  difficulty  is  adverted  to  by  Hul' 
loci,  B.,  in  Rogers  v.  Price.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — 
Suppose  a  party  contracts  with  another  to  build  bim  a 
house,  and  the  latter  dies  before  the  house  is  fiinisbed^ 
and  the  builder  goes  on  and  completes  it,  in  what  way  is 
be  to  charge  the  executor?]  There,  the  executor  would 
be  liable  to  pay  out  of  the  assets.  Mars/tall  y.  Broad* 
hurst  (6),  is  the  converse  of  that  proposition.  There  are 
cases  in  which  a  plaintiff  may  sue  either  in  his  individual 
or  his  representative  character,  but  there  is  no  case  in 
which  a  defendant  can  be  so  sued.  When  work  is  completed 
subsequently  to  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  money  when 
recovered  would  be  assets.  [Alderson,  B. — Work  done 
by  the  plaintiff  as  executor,  is  work  done  for  the  testator, 
so  that  it  would  seem  to  follow,  there  should  be  a  special 
count.]  Here,  there  are  counts  to  which  the  same  plea 
and  the  same  judgment  are  not  applicable. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Parke,  B.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. — 
This  was  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  on  the  ground 
of  a  misjoinder  of  counts.    The  declaration  contained  four 


(a)  3Bing.  N.  C.  S41. 


(6)  1  C.  &  J.  403. 
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counts  in  indebitatis  assumpsit;  the  first  count  stating  1838. 
the  defendant,  as  executor^  to  be  indebted  to  the  plaintiff 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defend- 
ant as  executor ;  the  second  for  work  and  labour  per- 
formed, and  materials  supplied  to  the  defendant  as  execu* 
tor;  the  third  for  money  paid  for  the  use  of  the  defendant 
as  executor,  and  the  fourth  for  money  found  to  be  due 
from  the  defendant  as  executor  to  the  plaintiff  on  an  ac- 
count stated;  and  it  was  alleged,  that  the  defendant  as 
executor  promised  to  pay. 

To  this  declaration,  there  were  two  pleas — Non  assump- 
sit,  and  ne  unques  executor;  and  on  issue  joined,  a  ver- 
dict was  found  tor  the  plaintiff  with  general  damages. 

The  objection  was,  that  there  was  a  misjoinder  of  counts, 
the  last  being  clearly  for  a  debt  due  from  the  defendant 
in  his  representative  character:  Ashby  ▼•  Ashby.  The 
third  count  was  admitted  to  be  for  a  debt  which  might  be 
due  from  the  defendant  in  that  character,  for  which  the 
same  case  of  Ashby  v.  Ashby  is  an  authority,  and  there- 
fore that  count  is  not  improperly  joined  with  the  last. 

But  the  first  two  counts,  it  was  contended,  must  neces- 
sarily be  for  debts  due  from  the  defendant  in  his  own 
right,  as  no  goods  could  be  sold  or  work  performed  for 
another  in  his  representative  character. 

To  that,  it  was  answered,  first,  that  goods  sold  for  the 
purpose  of  a  funeral,  and  the  expenses  attending  it,  might 
be  due  from  the  executor  as  such,  and  the  two  cases  of 
Tugwell  V.  Heyman^  before  Lord  Ellenbarough,  and  Ho* 
gers  V.  Price,  in  this  Court,  were  cited  as  authorities,  and 
secondly,  that  if  goods  were  contracted  to  be  sold  to  the 
testator,  or  work  agreed  to  be  done  for  him,  and  the 
goods  were  delivered  to  or  the  work  completed  for  the 
executor,  such  demands  might  be  recovered  against  the 
executor  in  his  representative  character  under  the  first 
two  counts. 

With  respect  to  the  two  cases  above  cited,  it  was,  no 

R  r2 
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1838.  doubti  decided  by  them  that  there  is  an  implied  promise 
on  \he  part  of  an  executor  who  has  assets,  to  pay  the  rea- 
sonable expense  of  such  a  funeral  of  his  testator  as  is  suit- 
able to  iiis  degree  and  circumstances.  It  was  contended, 
however,  at  the  bar,  that  those  decisions  were  against  a 
prior  authority  and  were  wrong — (a  question  upon  which 
it  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  give  any  opinion)  but  if  they 
were  riglit,  the  only  point  really  determined  was,  that  the 
law  implies  a  contract  on  the  part  of  the  executor  person* 
ally,  and  not  in  his  representative  character^  and  we  are 
all  of  that  opinion. 

The  implied  promise  cannot  place  the  defendant  in  a 
different  condition  from  that  of  having  made  an  express  con- 
tract to  the  same  effect,  which  certainly  would  have  bound 
him  personally  only,  and  none  of  the  cases  contain  any 
authority  to  the  contrary.  In  Rogers  v.  Price  the  report 
does  not  give  the  form  of  the  declaration,  it  may  have 
been  against  the  defendant  in  his  own  right.  In  TugweU 
V.  Het/man,  it  seems  to  have  been  against  the  defendants 
as  executors ;  but  the  question,  whether  the  action  would 
lie  against  them  in  t/tat  character  was  not  raised ;  and  if  it 
had  been  raised,  the  answer  would  have  been  that  if  a 
defendant  could  not,  under  the  circumstances,  be  liable 
for  work  and  labour  done  for  him  as  executor^  those  words 
in  the  declaration  might  be  struck  out  as  surplusage, 
which  they  would  not  be  in  a  case  in  which  the  defendant 
could,  in  any  supposition,  be  liable  in  that  character  to 
the  contract  declared  upon. 

In  a  recent  case  of  Lacy  v.  Walrondy  in  which  the  de- 
claration was  against  the  defendant  as  administrator,  for 
the  expenses  of  a  funeral,  the  point  was  not  discussed, 
but  the  case  was  decided  on  the  ground  of  the  payment  of 
money  into  court.  We  think,  therefore,  that  the  first  two 
counts  cannot  be  supported,  on  the  ground  that  an  execu- 
tor, as  such,  cannot  be  made  liable  for  the  funeral  ex- 
penses of  a  testator. 
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Nor  do  we  think  the  plaintiff  could  have  recovered  un- 
der the  first  two  counts,  if  the  goods  or  work  and  labour 
had  been  contracted  for  by  the  testator  and  the  contract 
completed  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  time  of  the  executor.  In 
one  of  these  counts  the  goods  are  stated  to  have  been  sold 
to  the  defendant,  and  in  the  other  the  work  and  labour 
performed  for  him  at  his  request,  and  neither  of  these 
averments  would  be  true.  In  order  to  recover  upon  this 
supposed  state  of  things  the  counts  should  have  been  dif- 
ferentlv  framed. 

We  are  therefore  of  opinion,  tliat  the  firi^t  two  counts 
arc  necessarily  for  debts  due  from  the  defendant  in  his 
own  right,  and  consequently  there  is  a  misjoinder,  and 
the  rule  must  be  absolute  to  arrest  the  judgment. 

Rule  absolute. 


1838. 


COR!fEa 

Showi. 


Ball  r.  Blackwood. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  by  the  indorsee  against  the  acceptor 
of  a  bill  of  exchange.  A  capias  had  issued  against  the 
defendant  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Worcestershire,  but 
he  had  been  guilty  of  negligence  in  not  arresting  the  de- 
fendant, and  proceedings  were  in  consequence  commenced 
against  him.  He  subsequently  applied  to  a  Judge  at 
chambers  to  stay  proceedings  upon  payment  of  debt  and 
costs,  to  be  taxed  by  the  Master,  when  an  order  was  made 
to  that  effect. 


In  An  action 
against  the 
acceptor  of  a 
b:U  of  exchangt 
the  sheriff  is 
entitled  to  stay 
proceedings 
commenced 
against  himself 
upon  payment 
of  the  debt  and 
costs  in  that 
action  only. 


/?.  F.  Richards  moved  to  amend  the  order  by  directing 
the  Master  to  tax  the  plaintiff  the  costs  of  the  drawer  as 
well  as  the  acceptor  of  the  bill.  Until  the  case  of  The 
King  V.  The  Sheriffs  of  London  (o),  in  the  cause  of  Hoi- 
Her  V.  Clarity  it  had  always  been  the  practice,  where  an 


(a)  2  B.  &  Al.  192. 
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1838.        attachment  bad  been  obtained  in  nn  action  against  the 
acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  to  stay  proceedings  upon 
V.  condition  only  of  the  sheriff  paying  the  costs  of  any  actions 

commenced  against  the  drawer  or  indorsers  of  the  bill. 
[Parke,  B. — It  is  difficult  to  understand  upon  what  prin- 
ciple the  courts  held  the  sheriff  liable  for  the  costs  in  the 
other  actions.  The  case  cited,  is  founded  in  good  sense^ 
and  I  see  no  reason  why  we  should  decide  against  it,] 
In  Rex  V.  T/ie  Sheriff  of  London ,  in  a  cause  of  Lazarus 
V.  Tanner  (a),  where  the  sheriff  had  taken  a  bail-bond 
executed  by  only  one  surety,  the  Court  refused  to  set 
aside,  even  on  payment  of  costs,  an  attachment  which  had 
issued  against  him  for  not  bringing  in  the  body.  If  the 
acceptor  of  a  bill  applies  to  stay  proceedings,  he  is  obliged 
to  pay  the  costs  in  the  actions  against  the  drawers  and 
indorsers :  Smith  v.  Woodcock,  Same  v.  Dudley  (A), 

Parke,  B, — The  case  of  The  King  v.  The  Sheriff  of 
London,  in  the  cause  of  Hollier  v.  Clark,  is  an  authority 
that  the  sheriff  is  to  pay  no  more  than  what  the  plaintiff 
could  have  recovered  in  an  action  against  the  acceptor. 

Alderson,  B. — It  is  difficult  to  understand  how  the 
case  of  Smith  v.  Woodcock  ever  prevailed.  The  sheriff 
asks  for  no  indulgence,  he  rather  does  a  favour  by  paying 
the  debt  sooner  than  the  plaintiff  would  otherwise  have 
obtained  it. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  2  Bing.  227* 
{h)  4  T.  R.  691.    See  the  rule  of  T.  T.  1  Vict.  post. 
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1833. 

Emmett  v.  Standen. 

mJEBT. — The  declaration  contained  counts  for  horse-  To  a  dedartttoB 

meat  and  stabling,  carriages  kept,  the  hire  of  horses  and  62^  to 'be  due, 

carriages,  and  for  money  due  on  an  account  stated,  and  it  ^c '^ the dTfend- 

alleged,  ''that  although  the  defendant  had  paid  the  plain-  ant  pleaded,  ut, 

•«•  ,      -    ,  .  _  .  ,  .  ,  .         as  to  all  the  roo- 

tin  parcel  of  the  said  monies,  yet  the  residue,  amounting  niesinthede- 
to  6'^/.,  is  still  due.**  Pleas,  first,  as  to  all  the  monies  in  I^joned^eiaTpt" 
the  declaration  mentioned,  except  as  to  10/.  IS^..  parcel   "toio/.  13#. 

•  *  nunqiiam  inde- 

&c.>  nunquam  indebitatus ;  secondly,  as  to  the  sum  of  bitatui ;  2ndiy, 
10/.  13«.,  parcel  &c.,  payment;  thirdly,  as  to  the  sum  of  payment;  Srdiy, 
lOi  18*.,  parcel  &c.,  the  defendant  says  that  the  plaintiff  ".y^Jnf  ^nhat 
ought  not  further  to  maintain  his  action  in  respect  thereof,  •"«"  Jnt®  co^rt, 

V  ,1^1  ...^.  #.       Tbeplaintiflf 

because  the  defendant  now  brings  into  Court  the  sum  of  did  not  reply  to 
10/.  13*.,  ready  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff.     And  the  de-  pieairbui'rc- 
fendant  further  says,  that  he  is  not  indebted  to  the  plain-  P}!*^  ^^  ^^^ 

^  ■  third,  accept- 

tiff  in  a  greater  amount  than  the  said  sum  of  10/.  13*.,  in  ^ng  the  money 
respect  of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  men-  in  fuii  M'Ufac- 
tioned,  so  far  as  the  same  causes  of  action  relate  to  the  chrr»e  ofthe 
sum  of  10/.  13*.,  parcel  &c.,  in  the  introductory  part  of  ^*»o*«  ^^^^^ 

,  .       ,  .        \  '  ^  ^  The  defendant 

this  plea  mentioned.  signed  judgment 

As  to  the  first  and  second  pleas,  the  plaintfff  did  not  want  of^a^pil' 
reply.     Replication  to  the  third  plea—*'  That  the  plain-  ""°"  ^®  »!»• 

\  t*o  fi"t  pleai: 

tiff,  inasmuch  as  he  admits  that  the  defendant  never  was  -^-Heid,  on  mo- 
indebted  to  him  in  respect  of  the  debt  in  and  by  the  de-  aside,  that  the 
claration  demanded,  to  a  greater  amount  than  the  said  ieguJI*"^ ''*' 
sum  of  10/.  13*.  paid  into  Court,  he  freely  here  in  Court 
accepts  the  said  sum  of  10/.  IS*,  in  full  satisfaction  and 
discharge  of  the  debt  in  and  by  the  declaration  demanded, 
and  of  all  damages  by  him  sustained  by  reason  of  the  de- 
tention thereof. 

The  particulars  of  demand  gave  credit  for  10/«  13*.,  and 
claimed  a  balance  of  \2L  11*.  Cc/. 

The  defendant  having  signed  judgment  of  non  pros,  for 
want  of  a  replication  to  the  two  first  pleas,  V.  Lee  ob- 
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1839.         tained  a  rule  to  set  aside  the  judgment  for  irregularity^ 
ascainst  which 


9. 

Stan  DEN'. 


W,  Clarke  shewed  cause. — This  case  is  distinguishable 
from  Coates  v.  Stevens  (a),  since  there,  the  money  was  paid 
into  Court  upon  the  whole  declaration.  Here,  there  are 
two  pleas  wholly  unanswered.  This  being  an  action  of 
debt,  it  was  necessary  to  plead  payment  of  the  sum  ad- 
mitted in  the  particulars  :  Ernest  v.  Brown  (6).  In  Tap' 
ham  V.  Kidmore  (c),  which  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  the  defendant  pleaded,  first, 
except  as  to  65/.  \s,  Sd.^  non  assumpsit;  as  to  21L  I8s»  2d. 
part  of  the  last  mentioned  sum,  payment  before  action 
brought;  as  to  18/.,  further  parcel  of  the  said  sum,  pay- 
ment into  Court  of  that  amount ;  and  as  to  the  residue,  a 
set-off.  The  plaintiff*  replied,  accepting  18/.  in  satisfaction 
of  his  whole  demand,  taking  no  notice  of  the  other  pleas. 
The  Court  gave  leave  to  the  defendant  to  sign  a  judgment 
of  non  pros,  unless  the  plaintiff*  amended  his  replication 
on  payment  of  costs,  or  consented  to  taxation  of  costs  as 
upon  a  nol.  pros,  in  respect  of  the  unanswered  pleas. 

V,  Lee  contra. — The  action  being  brought  for  the  ba- 
lance of  an  account  it  was  not  necessary  to  plead  pay- 
ment. [^Parke^  B. — You  have  brouglit  this  mischief  up- 
on yourself  by  claiming  in  your  declaration  62/.  when  only 
12/.  1 1*.  6rf.  is  due.]  By  the  19th  rule  of  H.  T.  4  Will.  4, 
a  party  is  only  entitled  to  costs,  when  he  accepts  the  sum 
paid  into  Court  in  full  satisfaction  of  his  whole  demand. 

Parke,  B. — Here  are  the  pleas  of  nunquam  indebitatus 
and  payment  unanswered;  those  pleas  must  Ic  uisposed 
of  some  how  or  other.     If  you  do  not  choose  to  go  to  trial 

(n)  ADte,  Vol.  3,  p.  784.  (6)  3  Bing.  N.  G.  674. 

(c)  Ante,  Vol,  6,  p.  676. 
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you  must  be  non  pressed.     The  case  differs  from  Coaies        1838. 
V.  Stevens^  because  there^  the  money  was  paid  into  Court 
in  satisfaction  of  the  whole  demand :  it  resembles  the  case  v. 

lop/tam  V.  Kidtnore, 

Rule  discharged. 


Mills  v.  Stevens. 

X  RESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  to  a  dedaration 
dwelling-house,  and  seizing  and  distraining  his  goods. —  breiSnyand' 
The  defendant  pleaded,  as  to  the  breaking  and  entering  entering  the 
the  house^  leave  and  licence ;  and  as  to  the  residue  of  the  dwelling-house, 
cause  of  action,  not  guilty.     A  verdict  was  found  for  the  goodsTTh^de- 
plaintiff,  with  6rf.  damages,  and   the  learned  Judge  cer-  ['"o'^hJ^bretk^- 
tiiied  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs.  jns  »nd  enter. 

ing,  leave  and 
licenre;  and  as 

Butt  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  that  llie  Master  tax  the  iL'^llf^J'S"!/ 

tne  cause  or  ac* 

plaintiff  his  full  costs  notwithstanding  the  Judge's  cer-  tjon,  not  guilty. 

^  ^  ^        A  verdict  was 

tificate.     He  referred  to  Purnell  v.  Young  (n),  and  Smith  found  for  the 

n  I  t    /w\  plaintiff,  with 

V.  Edwards  (b).  grf.  damages, 

and  the  Jndge 
certified : — 

Parke,  B. — In  Wright  v.  Piggin  (c)  it  was  held  that  Held,  that  the 
you  must  look  to  the  record  to  know  if  the  plea  necessarily  p^^er  to\ertify, 
raises  the  question  of  title.     It  is  true  that  under  the  plea  ih"t^V''*'^esl"* 
of  not  guilty  the  title  might  have  been  in  issue,  inasmuch  ^^^  of  title  was 
as  the  question  might  have  arisen  whether  the  defendant 
was  landlord  of  the  premises,  but  that  does  not  appear  to 

have  been  the  case.  r 

Rule  refused. 

(«)  Ante,  p.  347.  (&)  Ante,  Vol.  i,  p.  621. 

(c)  2  Y.  &  J.  5^4. 


«04 


CASES  ON  POINTS  OF  PRACTICE|  EXCH. 


1838. 


If,  in  an  action 
ex  contractu, 
the  defendant 
pleads  in  denial 
or  discliarge  of 
tlie  action,  and 
also  pays  money 
into  court,  each 
iuue  must  ne- 
vertheless be 
tried  ai  if  it 
stood  alone  on 
the  record. 


Fischer  v.  AidI:. 

Assumpsit.— The  declaration  stated  that  by  an  agree- 
ment made  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  the 
defendant  engaged  the  plaintiff  as  a  courier  or  travelling 
servant,  for  five  months,  at  the  salary  or  wages  of  ten  gui- 
neas per  month,  and  that  in  case  the  defendant  should 
discharge  the  plaintiff  before  the  end  of  the  five  months, 
then  the  defendant  undertook  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  sum 
of  fifty  guineas,  and  his  expenses  from  Carlsbad  to  Eng- 
land  or  Paris :  it  then  alleged  mutual  promises,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  entered  into  the  service  of  the  defendant,  and 
continued  in  her  service  in  the  capacity  aforesaid,  for  the 
space  of  two  months,  and  travelled  with  the  defendant  to 
Carlsbad  :  that  defendant,  on  the  17th  of  January,  1838, 
discharged  the  plaintiff  from  her  service  and  refused  to 
pay  him  the  said  sum  of  fifty  guineas,  or  the  expenses  of 
his  journey  back  from  Carlsbad  to  England  or  Paris. 
There  was  also  a  count  for  b2L  lOs.  for  wages  as  a  servant. 
The  defendant  pleaded  first  to  the  first  count,  except  as 
to  the  sum  of  2\L,  parcel  of  the  sum  of  52L  lOs.  in  that 
count  mentioned,  that  during  the  time  of  service,  the 
plaintiff  improperly  absented  himself,  and  left  the  defend- 
ant without  her  consent,  and  did  not  return  to  the  service 
of  her  the  defendant:  without  this,  that  the  defendant  dis- 
charged the  plaintiff  from  her  service  modo  et  forma. 
Secondly,  as  to  the  first  count,  except  as  to  the  sum  of  21/., 
parcel  &c.;  that  plaintiff  refused  to  obey  the  lawful  com- 
mands of  the  defendant.  Thirdly,  to  the  second  count, 
except  as  to  the  sum  of  21L,  parcel  &c.,  non-assumpsit. 
Lastly,  to  the  whole  declaration,  a  payment  into  court 
of  S47.  18^.  to  which  the  plaintiff  replied  damages  ultra. 

At  the  trial  before  Parke,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings 
after  Hilary  Term,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  defendant  on 
the  second  and  third  issues,  and  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  others. 


AlDK. 
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It  was  contended  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the         1858. 
plea  of  payment  into  court  admitted  the  contract,  and  that 
therefore,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  for  the  full  v. 

amount.  The  learned  Judge  reserved  leave  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  52L  lOs.,  or  for  nominal  damages,  if  the  Court 
should  think  the  defendant  entitled  to  recover  on  the  plea 
of  payment  into  court. 

Erie,  and  W.  H.Watson  shewed  cause. — The  SI/,  men- 
tioned in  the  second  count,  is  a  claim  for  the  same  services 
as  are  mentioned  in  the  first  count.  There  is  no  admis- 
sion upon  the  face  of  the  declaration  that  two  twenty-one 
pounds  are  due.  If  there  had  been  no  plea  of  payment 
into  court,  tlie  plaintiff  could  not  have  signed  judgment. 
It  is  clearly  unnecessary  to  specify  how  much  is  paid  in 
upon  each  count,  as  the  defendant  does  not  admit  any 
precise  sums  to  be  due,  but  only  that  some  amount  of  da- 
mnges  had  become  due  upon  the  whole  declaration,  and 
which  damages  must  be  proved,  Jourdain  v.  Johnson  (a). 
In  Mee  v.  Tomlinson  (6),  the  pleader  endeavoured  to  avoid 
the  difficulty  by  saying  that  the  sums  of  money  in  the  dif- 
ferent counts  were  one  and  the  same,  and  not  other  and 
different  debts.  Suppose  a  judgment  by  default  and  a 
writ  of  inquiry  issued,  the  plaintiff  could  not  in  that  case 
recover  the  two  sums.  [Parke,  B. — Here  is  a  count  for 
wages :  now  the  plea  of  payment  into  court  admits  some 
wages  to  be  due,  not  exceeding  twenty-one  pounds.]  It 
is  the  intention  to  apply  this  plea  to  the  parts  of  the  de- 
claration unanswered.  Under  a  plea  of  payment  of  money 
into  court,  and  that  defendant  was  not  indebted  beyond  that 
sum,  it  is  competent  to  make  any  defence  which  would 
have  been  applicable  to  the  plea  of  nil  debet,  Finleyson  v. 
Maekenxie  (c).     Payment  of  money  into  court  on  a  pro- 

(a)  2  C.  M.  &  R.  564.  ijb)  4  Adol.  h  E.  262. 

{c)  3  Bingr.  N.  C.  824. 
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1838.         missory  note,  payable  by  instalments,  is  only  an  admission 
„  that  money  to  the  amount  paid  in  is  due  upon  the  note; 

1:  IBCHIiR 

V.  it  does  not  bar  the  statute  of  limitations,  as  to  a  further 

sum  claimed  to  be  due  on  the  same  note.  Here,  the  plea 
admits  an  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defend- 
ant, and  that  the  latter  served  two  months,  and  that  twenty- 
one  pounds  are  due.  If  the  declaration  had  contained  but 
one  count,  these  picas  would  have  been  clearly  inconsistent. 
[Parkct  B. — Supposing  there  had  been  first  a  plea  of  non- 
assumpsit,  and  then  a  payment  of  34/.  into  court,  there 
must  have  been  a  verdict  for  the  defendant ;  but  the  dif- 
ficulty upon  this  record  is,  that  there  is  no  complete 
answer  to  the  whole  cause  of  action.]  There  are  clearly 
inconsistent  pleas  upon  the  record,  and  the  difficulty  is 
caused  by  the  plaintiff,  who  ought  to  have  demurred. 

Parke,  B. — I  think  I  ought  to  have  directed  tijc  jury 
that  on  the  plea  of  payment  of  money  into  court,  they 
should  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  As  to  the  other 
point,  all  the  Court  agree  in  the  o])inion  thrown  out  in  the 
course  of  the  argument,  that  when  money  is  paid  into 
court  each  issue  ought  to  be  decided  by  itself.  If  the 
plaintiff  chooses  to  leave  upon  the  record  two  inconsistent 
pleas,  viz.  one  indischargeof  the  cause  of  action,  and  another 
of  payment  of  money  into  court,  he  must  take  the  conse- 
quences ;  but  the  issues  raised  must  be  tried  by  tlie  jury. 
Here,  as  to  the  whole  of  the  first  count,  except  an  undi- 
vided portion  for  services  actually  performed,  the  issue  is, 
whether 'the  plaintiff  was  improperly  discharged  for  a 
breach  of  the  lawful  order  of  the  defendant.  Tiiat  issue 
was  found  for  the  defendant,  but  there  still  remains  an  un- 
divided portion  unanswered.  Then  the  plea  of  payment 
of  money  into  court  admits  the  cause  of  action  mentioned 
in  the  declaration,  and  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  re- 
cover more  than  the  3R  18^.  paid  into  court.  The  true 
construction  of  the  first  count  is,  that  the  plaintiff  has  a 
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claim,  not  for  any  particular  period  which  he  has  served,- 
but  that  he  has  served  for  the  whole  time,  that  the  real 
cause  of  action  is  complete,  and  that  the  defendant  has 
discharged  the  plaintiff  without  a  reasonable  cause^  and 
that  the  sum  contracted  to  be  given  for  his  services  is  the 
amount  of  damage  which  he  has  sustained  by  the  impro- 
per  discharge.  Supposing  the  first  count  contains  enough 
to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover  for  the  whole  period, 
then  I  think  we  must  consider  that  count  as  containing  a 
double  breach^  and  the  defendant,  by  paying  money  into 
court,  admits  such  breach.  This  being  an  agreement  to 
pay  a  stipulated  sum  for  a  stipulated  duty,  the  issues  on 
this  count  must  be  found  for  the  plaintiff.  Then  there 
is  an  undivided  portion  of  the  first  count,  and  a  portion  of 
the  second  count  Icfc  unanswered,  the  question  then  is, 
how  much  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  for  that  part; 
we  think  him  only  entitled  to  nominal  damages. 
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1838. 


FiBCHlE 

9. 
AlDX. 


Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  According 
to  my  view  of  the  case,  had  there  been  no  plea  of  payment 
of  money  into  court,  there  would  have  been  a  complete 
answer  to  the  plaintiff's  claim. 

Rule  accordingly. 


TwEMi.ow  and  Others  v.  Asrey  and  Another,  Assignees 

of  Webster,  a  Bankrupt.   - 

Assumpsit.— The  declaration  stated  that  before  the  Where  there 
making  of  the  agreement  thereinafter  mentioned,  the  plain-  oiTthe^record 
tiffs  were  possessed  of  a  certain  stone-quarry,  and  a^jreed  f«ch  pica  must 

.  1      Txr  n  1  .  .     ,  ?  ^  considered  as 

With    Webster,  before  his  bankruptcy,  to  permit  him  to  if  it  stood  alone, 
take  therefrom  such  quantities  of  stone  as  he  might  require  where  L  an 
for  the  purpose  of  building  a  certain  church  which  he  had  ^^^©nofas- 

'I  o  f  umpsit  the  de- 

fendant by  one 
plea  denied  the  contract,  and  by  another  paid  money  into  court,  which  the  plaintiff  accepted  )n 
satisfaction,  and  the  jury  found  for  the  defendant  on  the  first  issue: — Ifeid,  that  the  defendant  was 
entitled  to  retain  the  verdict,  notwithstanding  the  second  plea  admitted  the  contract. 
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1838.  undertaken  to  build  at  a  certain  price^  to  wit,  &c. :  that 
Webster,  before  he  became  bankrupt,  agreed  to  pay  for 
the  same,  and  that  in  pursuance  of  the  said  contract,  he 
did  take  therefrom  divers  large  quantities  of  stone  for  the 
said  purpose,  and  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  for  the 
same  in  the  sum  of  50/.,  which  said  sum  was  still  due  and 
owing  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  declaration  then  stated  that 
Webster  became  bankrupt,  and  that  the  defendants  were 
chosen  assignees,  and  that  at  the  time  he  so  became  bank- 
rupt, the  church  which  he  had  contracted  to  build  was 
unfinished,  and  that  the  defendants,  after  they  became 
such  assignees,  adopted  the  said  contract  of  Webster  to 
build  the  said  church,  and  agreed  to  continue  and  to  fulfil 
the  contract  made  by  Webster,  and  thereby,  as  assignees 
as  aforesaid,  became  and  were  liable  to  and  were  bound 
by  all  the  equities  which  Webster  stood  under  with  re* 
spect  to  the  said  contract,  and  one  of  which  equities  was  to 
pay  the  plaintiffs  the  said  sum  of  50L  for  the  said  stone 
which  he  had  so  taken  from  the  said  quarry  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, and  applied  to  the  building  of  the  said  church  :  and 
thereupon,  afterwards,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiffs 
would  permit  them  as  assignees  to  take  such  quantities  of 
stone  from  the  said  quarry  as  might  be  necessary  for  com- 
pleting the  said  contract  so  adopted  by  them,  they  pro- 
mised to  pay  the  plaintiffs  the  50/.  for  the  stone  taken  by 
Webster  before  he  became  a  bankrupt,  and  also  for  such 
quantities  of  stone  as  they,  the  assignees,  should  thereafter 
take  for  the  purpose  of  building  the  church,  and  complet- 
ing the  contract.  Averment,  that  they  took  from  the 
quarry  a  certain  quantity,  to  wit,  &c.,  and  became  liable 
to  pay  for  that  together  with  the  aforesaid  sum  of  50L, 
the  sum  of  95/.  in  the  whole.  Breach,  non-payment  of 
that  sum  or  any  part  thereof.  Pleas — first,  as  to  the  said 
causes  of  action  so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  said  supposed 
promise  first  mentioned,  and  which,  it  is  alleged,  that  the 
defendants,  as  assignees,  promised  to  pay  for  the  said 
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quantities  of  stone  taken  by  Webster,  (o  wit,  the  sum  of         1838. 
50/.  that  the  defendants  did  not  promise  modo  et  furma. 
Secondly,  as  to  the  residue  of  the  said  causes  of  action, 
payment  into  court  of  6/L  IZ$.  lldL 

The  plaintiflTs  replied  by  accepting  that  sum. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Alderson,  B.,  at  the  Spring 
Assizes  for  the  county  of  Stafford,  when  the  jury  found  a 
verdict  for  the  defendants  on  the  first  plea. 

R,  V.  Richards  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 
the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside  on  the  ground,  that  the 
payment  of  money  into  court  upon  one  breach,  admitted 
the  contract  alleged,  and  that  the  finding  of  the  jury  on 
the  first  issue,  which  negatived  the  contract,  was  incon- 
sistent with  the  admission  on  the  record.  He  cited  Dyer 
▼•  A$hlon{a)y  in  which  it  was  held  that  when  two  breaches 
were  assigned  in  one  count  of  a  declaration  upon  a  con- 
tract, and  the  defendant  paid  money  into  court  upon  one 
of  them,  he  thereby  admitted  the  whole  contract  as  set  out 
in  that  count. 

On  the  case  being  called  on  for  argument, 

Aldbrson,  B.|  said. — This  case  does  not  seem  distin- 
guishable from  Fischer  y.AidS  (b)  already  decided  in  this 
Court*  The  principle  there  laid  down  was,  that  each  plea 
must  be  taken  separately,  and  considered  as  if  it  were  the 
only  plea  on  the  record.  The  rule  must  therefore  be  dis- 
charged* 

BoLLAND,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  1  B.  &  C.  3.  (6)  Ante,  p.  694. 


GOO 


COURT  OF  COMMON   PLEAS. 

faster  ^enni 


IN  THE  FIRST  YEAR  OF  THE  REIGN  OF  VICTORIA. 


Where  a  party 
applies  for  a 
review  of  the 
taxation  of  ca<tt», 
and  tlie  taxatioD 
it  referred  back 
to  the  Master, 
he  it  not  en* 
titled  to  the 
cotti  of  the  rule 
upon  which  the 
review  is  sought 
for  and  obtained. 


^>A.    V 


Parsons  r.  Pitcher. 

rr.  H.  WATSON  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  which 
had  heen  obtained  for  a  review  of  the  taxation  in  this  case. 
The  taxation  arose  out  of  a  decision  of  this  Court  on  a 
rule  in  the  same  action  during  last  term  (a),  and  it  was  a 
case  where  the  plaintiff  brought  an  action  to  recover  the 
sum  of  16/.,  and  the  defendant  offered  him  V6L  in  satis- 
faction of  his  demand.  He  refused  to  accept  it,  however, 
and  subsequently,  on  his  proceeding  with  the  action,  the 
defendant  obtained  an  order  for  the  payment  of  11/.  8«. 
into  court,  which  the  plaintiff*  accepted  in  satisfaction  of 
his  demand,  and  it  was  held,  on  the  authority  o(  James  v. 
Raggett  (6),  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  his  costs  in- 
curred only  up  to  the  time  at  which  the  order  was  made. 
The  ground  on  which  the  present  rule  was  obtained  was, 
that  the  Master  in  taxing  the  costs  allowed  the  costs  of 
that  rule ;  and,  that  even  supposing  him  to  have  been 
right  in  so  doing,  he  had  taxed  some  items  upon  the 
higher  instead  of  on  the  lower  scale,  the  amount  recovered 
being  less  than  f30/.  It  was  now  submitted,  that  the  costs 
of  the  former  rule  were  costs  in  the  cause,  incurred  sub- 
sequently to  the  order  for  the  payment  of  the  money  into 
court,  and  that  they  were  therefore  properly  allowed  to 
the  defendant.  It  was  clear  that  the  rule  did  not  seek  for 
the  rectification  of  an  error  in  allowing  items  which  ought 


(a)  Ante,  p.  432. 


{I)  2  B.  &  Aid.  7/6. 
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not  to  have  been  allowed,  but  it  sought  that  the  principle 
on  which  the  costs  were  to  be  taxed  should  be  established, 
for  which  purpose  an  application  to  the  Court  was  neces- 
sary. In  the  cases  of  J ame  sw  Raggett y  Marry ott  y. 
Clapp  (a),  and  Hale  v.  Baker  (6),  it  was  clear  that  the 
Master  could  not  tax  the  costs  to  the  party  of  his  own 
accord,  and  a  special  application  to  the  Cuurt  became  ne- 
cessary, and  the  same  rule  appUed  here.  The  former  rule 
did  not  ask  for  costs,  and  it  was  not  in  the  nature  of  an 
interlocutory  proceeding,  but  it  was  a  mode  of  obtaining 
final  judgment  in  the  cause.  With  regard  to  the  objec- 
tion as  to  the  costs  being  taxed  on  the  higher  scale,  it 
could  have  no  weight  here,  because  it  was  not  made  before 
the  Master. 

Wilde y  Serjt,  in  support  of  the  rule,  said  that  he  op- 
posed the  rule  last  term,  not  on  the  general  practice  to  be 
adopted,  but  on  the  particular  facts  of  the  case,  and  his 
objection  was,  that  the  defendant  did  not  avail  himself  of 
the  Judge's  order.  The  case  of  James  v.  Raggett ,  how- 
ever, was  cited,  and  the  Court  made  the  rule  absolute  on  the 
general  practice.  That  rule  was  in  terms  a  rule  to  review 
the  taxation  of  costs,  and  it  was  the  universal  practice  that 
the  party  applying  against  such  a  decision  got  no  costs, 
and  it  was  so  also  on  a  reference  to  taxation. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — The  general  rule,  I  always  thought, 
waS|  that  if  a  case  was  referred  back  to  the  Master  no 
costs  were  allowed,  and  if  this  case  had  been  decided  upon 
its  own  particular  facts,  tlie  Court  would  have  ordered 
costs.  The  rule  must  be  absolute  on  the  first  ground, 
but  as  the  other  objection  was  not  made  before  the  Master, 
it  must  be  discharged  as  to  that. 

Rule  accordingly. 


1833. 

^ V — ' 

Parioms 

PlTCHIK. 


(fl)  Ante,  Vol.  l,p.701. 
VOL.  VU 


s  s 


{Jb)  Ante,  V^ol.  2,  p.  125. 
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WDcrv  ft  rale 
for  an  attscfa* 
Bient  ba«  been 
iasaed  against 
the  plaintiirfor 
Bon-pnyment  of 
coats  parsuant 
to  the  Master's 
aUccatur,  for 
not  proceeding 
to  trial,  and  ht 
inhieqneDtljr 
pays  the  costs  as 
well  as  the  costs 
of  the  attach- 
ment, if  it  ap- 
pears that  the 
original  rule  re- 
qoiriog  the  costs 
to  be  paid  di- 
rected them  to 
be  paid  to  the 
defendant,  and 
the  demand  is 
made  by  his 
attorney,  the 
Court  will  not 
consider  the 
plaintiff  to 
be  in  con- 
tempt, but  will 
order  the  costs 
of  the  attach- 
ment to  be  re- 
paid to  him. 


Mason  Administrator  r.  Whitehouse. 

rr  HA  TEL  Y  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  obtained  by 
H.  V.  Richards  for  setting  aside  a  rule  of  this  Court  of 
the  13th  of  January^  for  reattachment  for  a  contempt  in  the 
non-payment  of  costs  pursuant  to  the  Master's  allocatur, 
and  also  the  writ  issued  thereon ;  and  also  for  the  repay- 
ment by  the  defendant  of  7/.  I5s.  5d.  paid  as  the  costs  of 
the  said  attachment,  and  for  the  payment  by  the  defend- 
ant to  the  plaintiff*  of  his  costs  occasioned  by  being  taken 
into  custody  for  the  contempt.  It  appeared,  that  on 
Friday,  the  22nd  of  December,  1837,  the  defendant's  at- 
torney called  on  the  plaintiff*,  and  served  him  with  a  copy 
of  a  rule  of  Michaelmas  Term  for  the  payment  of  costs 
occasioned  by  his  not  proceeding  to  trial,  and  also  at  the 
same  time  with  a  copy  of  the  allocatur,  whereby  the  sum 
of  41/.  lis.  was  allowed  as  the  defendant's  costs  of  the 
day,  and  the  question  was,  whether  the  money  to  be  paid, 
being  costs  on  an  allocatur,  the  defendant's  attorney 
ought  to  have  had  a  power  of  attorney  from  his  client  to 
enable  him  to  make  the  demand.  It  was  clear  that  the 
application  to  the  plaintiff*  must  be  personal  before  any 
proceedings  for  an  attachment  could  be  taken,  but  it  was 
submitted,  that  there  was  no  authority  to  shew  that  the 
demand  might  not  be  made  by  the  attorney.  It  was  ad- 
mitted that  the  rule  required  them  to  be  paid  to  the  de- 
fendant, the  words  **  or  his  attorney  "  not  being  used,  but 
it  was  submitted  that  this  made  no  difference.  A  case 
had  been  decided  in  the  Exchequer  in  the  present  Term, 
where  the  defendant  having  obtained  a  rule  for  the  costs 
of  the  day  for  not  proceeding  to  trial,  the  costs  were 
taxed  and  demanded  of  the  plaintiff*  by  the  defendant's 
attorney,  and  the  Court  held  that  that  demand  was  suf- 
ficient to  support  an  attachment.     The  costs,  besides. 
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were  of  right  payable  to  the  attorney  first,  because  he        1838. 
had  his  lien  upon  them.  Masom    ' 


V. 


TiNDAL,  C.  J The  question  is  not,  whether  the  attor-  Whitihoum. 

ney  may  demand  them  or  not,  but  whether  the  plaintiflPis 
to  be  treated  as  being  in  contempt,  because  he  has  not 
obeyed  the  command  of  the  Court.  The  practice  is,  that 
the  demand  of  costs  shall  be  made  by  the  person  to  whom 
they  are  made  payable  by  the  terms  of  the  rule,  or  by  some 
person  deputed  by  him  by  letter  of  attorney.  Here,  how- 
ever, there  is  no  power  of  attorney. 

Whately. — There  is  no  dispute  that  the  money  is  due, 
and  it  has  been  paid;  but  this  is  an  attempt  to  procure  the 
return  of  a  portion  of  it. 

IL  v.  Richards,  contra,  cited  Boulton  v.  Coghlan  (a)  on 
the  merits. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — All  that  the  plaintiflP  wants  are  the  costs 
of  the  attachment,  and  I  think  he  is  entitled  to  them. 
The  justice  of  the  case  is,  that  the  rule  should  not  be  ab- 
solute to  the  full  extent. 

Rule  accordingly. 

(a)  1  Scott,  688;  S.  G.  1  Bing.  N.  C.  640. 


James  and  Others  9.  Bourne  and  Others. 

/SLJBLLy  moved  for  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiffs  in  Whereadedt- 
this  action  to  shew  cause  why  the  first  or  the  second  count  [io^wunti^the 

first  alleging  a 
contract  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  to  carry  certain  goods  from  a  place  beyond  the  seas  to  the 
port  of  London,  and  the  second  alleging  a  farther  contract  to  convey  the  goods  froin  the  wharf, 
when  they  should  be  landed  in  London,  to  the  plaintiffs'  warehouse  in  Ironmonger  Lane,  for  a 
further  reward,  the  Court  will  not  strike  out  one  of  the  counts  on  the  ground  of  its  being  in  "  ap« 
parent  violation  "  of  the  5  th  rule  of  R.  Q.  H.  T.  4  Will  4,  by  which  several  counts  are  forbiddea 
to  be  put  on  record,  unless  a  distinct  subject-matter  of  complaint  is  intended  to  be  established  in 
respect  of  each.    (Per  Tindal,  C.  J.,  Parkf  J.,  and  BoionquMt,  J.;  Coliwum,  J.,  ditientiente.) 

SB2 
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1838.         in  the  declaration  should  not  be  struck  out  under  the  rule 

James         ^^  ^'  '^*  *  ^^^"*  ^'  ^'  ^i  (^)«  '^y  which  it  was  provided  that 
V.  «*  several  counts  shall  not  be  allowed  unless  a  distinct  sub- 

BOURNC. 

ject-matter  of  complaint  is  intended  to  be  established  in 
respect  of  each."  It  was  an  action  brought  to  recover  the 
value  of  certain  goods  which  had  been  shipped  on  board 
the  defendants'  vessel  in  Ireland  to  be  conveyed  to  London ; 
and  which,  on  their  being  landed  at  a  wharf  in  London, 
were  destroyed  by  fire.  The  declaration  contained  two 
counts.  The  first  alleged  that  the  plaintiffs,  on  a  certain 
day,  at  the  defendants*  request,  caused  to  be  dehvered  to 
the  defendants  divers  goods  and  merchandise  to  be  taken 
care  of,  and  safely  and  securely  carried  and  conveyed  by 
the  defendants  in  and  by  a  certain  steam-vessel  of  the 
defendants,  from  certain  parts  beyond  seas,  to  wit^  from 
Belfast  to  Dublin,  and  there  to  be  reshipped  into  a  certain 
other  steam-vessel  of  the  defendants,  and  to  be  by  the 
defendants  carried  and  conveyed  in  and  by  the  said  last- 
mentioned  steam-vessel  from  Dublin  aforesaid  to  London , 
and  there  to  be  delivered  in  the  like  good  order  and  con- 
dition (all  and  every  the  dangers  and  accidents  of  the  sea, 
steam-navigation  of  whatsoever  kind  excepted,)  unto  the 
plaintiff  or  his  assigns,  on  paying  for  the  said  goods  certain 
freight  and  charges,  with  primage  and  average  accustomed : 
and  thereupon  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  and  of  the 
said  freight  and  reward,  the  defendants  then  promised  the 
plaintiffs  to  take  care  of  and  deliver  the  said  goods  and 
merchandise  as  aforesaid.  The  declaration  then  alleged, 
as  a  breach,  the  non-delivery  of  the  goods  in  the  port  of 
London.  The  second  count  alleged  a  similar  employment 
by  the  plaintiffs  of  the  defendants,  and  an  engagement  on 
the  part  of  the  defendants,  in  consideration  of  the  pre- 
mises, to  take  care  of  the  said  goods  at  the  wharf  when 
they  should  be  landed  from  the  said  steam-vessel  at  the 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.2,  p. 314. 
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port  of  London,  and  to  carry  and  convey  the  same  from 
such  wharf  to  a  place  of  business  of  the  plaintiffs  in  Iron* 
monger  Lane,  and  to  deliver  the  same  to  the  plaintiffs  in 
a  reasonable  time  for  other  reward  to  the  defendants,  and 
non-delivery  was  alleged  as  the  breach.  An  affidavit  was 
now  produced,  in  which  it  was  sworn  that  there  was  but 
one  contract  and  one  cause  of  action,  and  it  was  therefore 
contended  that  the  case  was  within  the  rule,  as  the  same 
cause  of  action  was  declared  upon  in  two  distinct  counts* 
There  was  but  one  shipment  and  one  contract,  and  both 
counts  referred  to  the  same  goods.  The  case  was  clearly 
within  the  example  given  to  explain  the  rule,  for  it  was 
said  "  counts  founded  on  the  same  contract,  described  in 
one  as  s^  contract  without  a  condition,  and  in  another  as  a 
contract  with  a  condition,  are  not  to  be  allowed,  for  they 
are  founded  on  the  same  subject-matter  of  complaint,  and 
are  only  variations  in  the  statement  of  one  and  the  same 
contract.*'  The  two  counts  here  had  relation  to  precisely 
the  same  matter,  and  they  were  only  rather  differently 
framed,  and  they  both  referred  to  the  same  contract  and 
the  same  breach.  The  case  had  already  been  before 
Park,  J.,  at  chambers,  who  declined  to  make  any  order 
upon  the  subject. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted. 


1838. 


[ 


Stephen,  Serjt,  and  Crompton,  on  a  subsequent  day 
shewed  cause. — They  contended  that  this  was  a  matter 
which  could  be  of  no  material  importance  to  the  defend- 
ants, because  if  one  of  the  counts  should  not  be  established 
in  evidence,  they  would  be  sure  of  their  costs  under  the 
7th  section  of  the  rule  of  court.  There  were  two  distinct 
cases  provided  for  in  the  counts,  that  in  the  first  count  being 
the  ordinary  case  of  a  count  on  a  bill  of  lading,  while  the 
second  alleged  an  undertaking  to  dispose  of  the  goods  in 
a  particular  way,  which  was  independent  of  the  bill  of 
ladingi  and  was  in  fact  a  special  contract  relating  to  a  pe- 
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1858.^  riod  of  time  subsequent  to  that,  to  which  the  bill  of  lading 
would  run.  The  plaintiffs  stood  on  two  diflferent  rights, 
and  it  was  not  inconsistent  with  the  rule  of  court  that  they 
should  do  so*  The  argument  on  the  other  side  must  go 
to  the  extent  that  it  was  a  violation  of  the  rule,  if  there 
were  two  counts  growing  out  of  the  same  transaction.  But 
no  decision  to  that  effect  had  ever  yet  been  given.  The 
object  of  the  rule  was  not  to  restrain  a  party  from  the  use 
of  so  many  counts  as  were  necessary  to  give  him  a  fair  op* 
portunity  of  recovering  that  which  was  due,  but  to  prevent 
the  useless  prolixity  of  pleadings.  The  plaintiff*  could 
only  recover  one  sum,  and  the  test  by  which  the  question 
must  be  judged,  was,  whether  there  were  two  contracts. 
But  these  were  separate  and  distinct  contracts-*the  one 
for  the  conveyance  of  the  goods  to  London,  the  other  for 
the  subsequent  carriage  of  them  from  the  wharf  to  the 
plaintiffs'  house  for  a  different  consideration.  The  con* 
tracts  were  not  the  less  different  because  they  referred  to 
the  same  goods,  and  in  the  event  of  this  rule  being  abso- 
lute and  the  second  count  being  struck  out,  no  judge 
would  allow  a  fresh  contract  to  be  introduced  into  the 
first  count.     Guest  v.  Everest  (a). 

Kelly t  contra. — There  was  no  doubt  that  the  Court  had 
jurisdiction  to  interfere,  and  Jenkins  v.  Treloar  (b)  was  an 
authority  in  favour  of  the  application.  The  two  counts 
must  be  taken  to  be  on  the  same  cause  of  action,  for  the 
only  variance  between  them  was,  that  in  one  of  them  the 
promise  alleged  was  to  deliver  the  goods  in  the  port  of 
London,  while  in  the  other  it  was  stated  to  be  to  deliver 
them  in  Ironmonger  Lane. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — This  is  an  application  to  the  Court,  not 
by  way  of  appeal  from  an  order  made  by  a  Judge  at  cham- 

(a)  Tidd*!  New  Pr.  218.  (6)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  690. 
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bers,  but  to  the  general  jurisdiction  which  the  Court         1838. 
possesses   over  its  records ;    and   I  do  not  understand 
that  the  general  power  of  the  Court  is  at  all  taken  away 
by  the  new  rules ;   but,  at  the  same  time,  I  am  bound  to 
admit  that  in  the  exercise  of  our  discretion,  I  think  we 
are  bound  by  those  rules.    The  question  therefore  b,  whe- 
ther the  allowing  of  these  two  counts  to  continue  in  the 
declaration  is  any  violation  of  the  new  rules,  and  on  the 
best  construction  which  I  can  put  upon  them,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  there  is  no  violation  of  their  provisions  in 
allowing  them  to  stand.     Undoubtedly  if  you  take  the  ex« 
pression  in  the  fifth  rule,  that  **  several  counts  shall  not 
be  allowed^  unless  a  distinct  subject-matter  is  intended  to 
be  ettablishsd  in  respect  of  each,"  in  its  most  general 
sense,  this  would  be  a  breach  of  the  law,  which  it  is  in- 
tended to  establish,  because  it  is  impossible  not  to  see 
that  by  the  *'  subject-matter"  would  be  meant  the  goods 
themselves,  which  were  destroyed  by  fire.    But,  looking 
at  the  construction  to  be  put  on  the  rule  in  general  cases,  it 
seems  to  me  that  if  on  the  words  of  the  counts  themselves, 
there  appears  to  be  any  substantial  or  express  distinction 
between  the  causes  of  action  referred  to  in  them,  there  is 
no  violation  of  this  rule  in  allowing  them  to  remain.     If 
they  appear  on  the  face  of  the  counts  to  be  substantially 
separate  and  distinct,  and  there  is  no  reason  to  infer  from 
any  statement  by  afiidavit  that  they  may  not  have  been 
separate  contracts,  arising  with  reference  to  the  same 
subject-matter,  it  would  not  only  be  no  violation  of  the 
rule  to  allow  them  to  stand,  but  it  would  be  an  unneces- 
sary exercise  of  the  power  of  the  Court  to  strike  them 
out.     Now,  here  there  is  no  doubt,  that  the  second  refers 
to  the  same  subject-matter  as  the  first,  so  far  as  the  goods 
are  concerned  ;  but  then  it  states  a  separate  contract,  to 
carry  them  for  a  further  reward  from  the  place  where  they 
were  first  landed  to  Ironmonger  Lane,  and  it  is  impossi- 
ble not  to  see  that  it  is  on  the  face  of  it  a  separate  and 
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1838.         distinct  contract  from  that  contained  in  the  first  counts 
Looking  at  the  examples  given,  it  appears  that  the  dis* 
tinctions  which  the  rules  themselves  establish  with  respect 
to  the  subject-matter  of  the  action,  are  explained  to  be 
separate  and  distinct  contracts.     Let  us  take  the  first 
example,  "  Counts  founded  upon  the  same  contract,  de« 
scribed  in  one  as  a  contract  without  a  condition,  and  in 
another  as  a  contract  with  a  condition,  are  not  to  be  al-*^ 
lowed."    There  may  be  a  bill  of  lading,  by  which  it  is  un- 
dertaken to  carry  goods  to  the  port  of  London  and  there 
deliver  them ;  and  there  may  be  also  established  by  evi- 
dence an  undertaking  for  some  further  consideration,  to 
take   the  goods  from  the  place  where  they  were  first 
landed,  and  convey  them  further ;  and  it  does  not  appear  to 
me  that  the  latter  contract  would  be  a  variation  only  from 
the  first,  but  it  would  be  a  separate  and  distinct  contracL 
There  is  a  different  contract  for  the  payment  of  money* 
and  a  difierent  liability  to  take  the  goods  from  the  wharf 
to  the  plaintiffs*  house,   and  a  consequent  different  de- 
gree of  liability  in  case  the  goods  are  lost  before  they  ar» 
rive  at  the  ultimate  place  of  their  destination.     So,  the 
next  example  is  to  the  same  purpose,  and  it  seems  to  me 
that  no  inconvenience  can  really  accrue  to  the  defendants 
from  this  rule  being  refused.    Looking  at  the  construction 
of  the  rules  themselves,  I  cannot  arrive  at  any  other  con- 
clusion than  that  which  I  have  already  expressed ;  and  on 
the  face  of  these  counts  it  appears,  that  the  second  con- 
tains a  contract  distinct  from  that  in  the  first,  and  a  dis- 
tinct and  separate  subject-matter  of  complaint,  although 
they  may  both  refer  to  the  same  subject-matter  as  being 
the  foundation  of  the  action. 

BosANQUET,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Tliis  is  an 
application  to  the  general  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  to 
strike  out  one  of  the  counts  in  the  declaration,  because  it  is 
improperly  introduced,  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  if  it  had 
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been  so  introduced,  the  Court  might  have  ordered  it  to  be  1838. 
struck  out.  But  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  not  any 
violation  of  the  rules.  The  question  is,  whether  these 
two  counts  have  been  pleaded  in  *'  apparent  violation  "  of 
the  5th  rule,  which  is  the  expression  used  in  the  rule  of 
Court,  sec.  6 ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  they  are  not  ap- 
parently  pleaded  on  the  same  subject-matter  of  complaint ; 
but  on  the  contrary,  that  they  are  apparently  founded  on 
different  matters.  It  is  said  that  they  are  both  founded 
on  one  transaction,  and  so  far  as  their  being  the  same 
goods  which  were  put  on  board  the  same  vessel,  to  be 
brought  to  the  same  place,  it  seems  to  be  so,  but  I  can  re- 
collect that  the  word  "  transaction  "  was  very  much  under 
consideration  in  forming  these  rules,  when  some  expres* 
sion  was  sought  for,  in  order  to  afford  a  criterion  of  the 
counts  being  on  the  same  subject-matter  of  complaint,  and 
it  was  found  to  be  insufficient,  for  there  may  be  different 
subject-matters  of  complaint,  arising  out  of  the  same  trans* 
action,  and  therefore,  the  words  which  are  used  were  se- 
lected. If  there  was  but  one  contract,  and  it  was  only 
differently  described  in  the  two  counts,  I  should  be  ready 
to  agree,  that  the  case  fell  within  the  rule,  and  I  am  cer- 
tainly by  no  means  disposed  to  relax  these  rules,  because 
I  firmly  believe  that  the  6th  and  7th  are  necessary  to  carry 
the  object  of  the  «5th  into  effect^  and  to  prevent  any  at- 
tempts being  made  to  violate  its  provisions ;  but  at  the 
same  time,  when  an  attempt  is  made  to  violate  the  5th  rule, 
the  6th  and  7th  must  be  resorted  to,  if  it  is  found  that  the 
5th  cannot  be  fully  carried  into  effect.  In  the  present  case, 
the  counts  in  the  declaration  are  on  different  contracts, 
and  different  acts  are  alleged,  which  are  stated  to  be  on 
different  transactions.  In  the  first  count,  a  bill  of  lading 
is  alleged,  by  which  it  is  contracted  to  bring  the  goods 
to  the  port  of  London;  while  in  the  second,  a  different 
undertaking  is  stated,  to  convey  them  after  their  arrival  in 
the  port  of  London,  to  a  different  place ;  it  does  not  state 
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1838.  for  what  reward,  but  it  alleges  that  it  is  for  a  different  re* 
ward.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  they  are  appa* 
rently  distinct  contracts,  and  founded  on  distinct  consi- 
derations. The  same  facts  may  be  the  foundation  of  dif- 
ferent subject-matters  of  complaint,  and  of  different  con- 
tracts, and  the  same  acts  may  be  the  breach  of  various 
contracts,  as  it  happens  in  many  cases.  In  Jenkins  v. 
Treloar^  the  question  raised  was  whether  the  two  counts 
there  pleaded  were  in  apparent  violation  of  the  rule,  and 
I  do  not  wonder  that  there  was  a  good  deal  of  discussion, 
and  doubt,  whether  they  were  or  not,  but  the  learned 
Judges  decided  that  (hey  were  in  apparent  violation  of  the 
rule,  because  they  were  substantially  on  the  same  subject- 
matter  of  complaint;  and  I  confess  I  think  it  was  decided 
rightly,  because  it  was  the  same  duty,  which  was  to  be 
raised,  whether  it  was  called  **  metage  "  or  by  any  other 
name.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  this  rule  should  be 
discharged. 

CoLTMAN,  J. — I  have  not  been  able  to  bring  my  mind 
to  any  satisfactory  or  definite  view  upon  this  subject.  My 
learned  brothers  seem  to  entertain  no  doubt  on  the  ques- 
tion, and  appear  to  think  that  their  view  would  best  ad- 
vance the  justice  of  the  case ;  but  on  the  rule,  I  doubt 
whether  it  should  not  be  properly  considered  that  these 
counts  are  pleaded  in  apparent  violation  of  its  provisions. 
It  appears  to  me  that  on  the  rule  the  thing  to  be  looked  at 
is,  whether  there  is  not  a  distinct  subject-matter  of  com- 
plaint, and  here  it  seems  to  me  that  there  can  be  said  to 
be  only  one  distinct  matter  of  complaint.  I  confess,  also, 
I  cannot  reconcile  the  examples  which  are  all  given  with 
this  case;  and  I,  therefore,  go  the  length  of  saying  that  I  am 
not  quite  satisfied  with  the  rule  laid  down  by  my  learned 
brethren  ;  but  at  the  same  time  I  agree  that  the  opinion 
expressed  by  the  Court  is  best  calculated  to  advance  the 
justice  of  the  case* 
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ParK|  J. — As  this  rule  is  in  the  nature  of  an  appeal  1838. 
from  my  decision  at  chambers,  I  requested  my  learned 
brothers  to  give  their  opinions  before  me.  These  rules 
are  diflScult  to  decide  upon,  and  when  the  case  came  be- 
fore me  it  was  argued  by  counsel,  and  I  think  I  came  to  as 
correct  a  decision  as  I  could;  agreeing  with  the  Lurd 
Chief  Justice  and  my  Brother  Bosanquet  on  this  occasion, 
that  there  are  two  distinct  subject-matters  of  complaint, 
and  that  they  are  proper  to  be  laid  in  two  distinct  counts. 
It  seems  to  me  that  there  are  here  two  distinct  grounds  of 
complaint,  and  I  therefore  think  that  the  opinions  of  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice  and  Mr.  Justice  Bosanquet,  are  right; 
and  although  I  agree  that  perhaps  the  grounds  on  which 
these  rules  were  framed,  or  the  improper  extending  of  the 
pleadings,  and  also  to  prevent  a  Judge  at  chambers  being 
imposed  upon,  yet  I  cannot  think  that  there  is  much  im- 
position when  a  party  puts  two  little  counts  in  his  declara- 
tion instead  of  one ;  and,  at  all  events,  I  think  that  the 
object  of  these  rules  was  to  stop  those  '*  poetical  effusions  '* 
in  which  special  pleaders  formerly  indulged. 

Rule  discharged. 


Harrison  v.  Tait  and  Others. 

Tf.  H.  WATSON moYed  for  a  rule  calling  on  the  de*  Xhepidntiffin 
fendant  to  shew  cause  why  the  demurrer  to  the  replication  ,ng  tinned  dl' 
delivered  in  this  case  should  not  be  set  aside  for  irregula-  *"/."'?' '"^.,- 

o  added  a  simili- 

rity.    There  were  thirteen  defendants  in  the  action,  and  ter,  deiwered 

1  1  />     1  1   1*  «    I  I  his  pleading  on 

there  were  several  sets  of  pleas  delivered,  but  they  set  up  the  iithof 
one  defence  that  they  were  co-partners  in  a  joint  stock  priday  fdUn 
company,  but  that  as  they  had  acted  illegally  as  a  corpora-  ^^^  ^^^^  ®J^^*>« 
tion,  they  were  not  liable  to  pay  the  sum  for  which  the  and  it  was  held 
action  was  brought.     The  plaintiff* replied  de  injuria,  and  ceeding^days 

up  to  the  18th, 
being  made  dies  non  by  the  rule  of  £.  T.  2  Will.  4,  the  defendant  was  in  time  on  that  day  to  strike 
out  the  siroiliter,  and  demurr  to  the  replication. 
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1838.        added  a  similiter  to  the  replication  for  the  defendants,  and 

„  delivered  the  issue  on  the  11th  of  April.    On  the  I8th  of 

V.  the  same  month  the  issue  was  returned,  the  similiter  being 

Tait 

Struck  out,  and  the  defendants  specially  demurred  to  the 
replication.  It  was  submitted  that  the  time  for  demurring 
had  passed,  and  that  this  step  was  therefore  irregular. 

Crompion  shewed  cause,  and  admitted  that  under  ordi- 
nary circumstances  the  demurrer  ought  to  have  been  deli- 
vered on  the  15th.  That,  however,  was  Easter  Sunday, 
and  the  two  following  days  being  holidaysj  it  was  not  deli- 
vered until  the  Wednesday.  It  was  a  substantial  demurrer 
to  the  replication,  and  it  was  delivered  as  soon  as  possible, 
for  Good  Friday  and  the  subsequent  days  up  to  the  18th> 
were  dies  non  under  the  rule  of  E.  T.  2  Will.  4  (a).  The 
mode,  besides,  in  which  the  plaintiff  should  have  taken 
advantage  of  the  irregularity,  if  it  should  be  found  to  be 
one,  was  by  returning  the  demurrer,  and  not  by  coming  to 
the  Court.  lie  cited  Blackburn  v.  Peat  (6),  and  Chamock 
V.  Smith  (c).  It  was  denied  that  the  issue  had  been  deli- 
vered, but  the  replication,  with  the  similiter  added,  was  all 
that  the  defendant  had  received. 

W.  IL  Watson,  contra,  urged  tl^at  it  had  been  esta- 
blished as  the  practice  that  when  the  replication  concluded 
to  the  country,  the  plaintiff  might  make  up  and  deliver 
the  issue  forthwith :  Tidd*s  Practice  ((/).  It  was  also  laid 
down  in  the  same  book  {e)  that  when  the  similiter  was 
added  to  the  replication,  and  the  defendant  demurred  to 
the  replication,  he  must  strike  out  the  similiter  and  deliver 
his  demurrer  within  four  days. 

Tin  DAL,  C.J. — The  statute  2  Will.  4,  c.  39  having  been 
passed  after  the  rule  of  Easter  Term  2  Will.  4  was  pro- 

(fl)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  423.  {d)  Ed.  9,  p.  718. 

(6)  Ante,  Vol.2,  p. 293.  ((?)  Id.  p.  726. 

(c)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  607-  i 
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mulgated,  it  becomes  necessary  for  us  to  see  whether  the  1838. 
provisions  in  that  act  alter  the  effect  of  the  rule,  and  the 
material  section  is  the  llth^  but  on  that,  it  appears,  that 
the  rule  is  left  untouched.  Then  what  is  the  rule  ?  It 
directs,  "That  the  days  between  the  Thursday  next  be- 
fore, and  the  Wednesday  next  after  Easter-day,  shall  not 
be  reckoned  or  included  in  any  rules  or  notices  or  other 
proceedings,  except  notices  of  trial  and  notices  of  inquiry, 
in  any  Court  of  law  at  Westminster/*  The  question  there- 
fore is,  whether  this  is  not  an  ordinary  ''  proceeding"  in 
the  cause,  and  I  think  it  is.  The  replication  has  been 
delivered,  and  the  party  is  dissatisfied  with  it  and  returns 
itf  expressing  just  dissatisfaction.  If  it  had  been  re- 
turned within  four  days,  it  would  have  satisfied  the  usual 
practice,  but  that  would  have  brought  it  to  the  15th  of 
April,  which  was  Easter  Sunday.  It  could  not  be  required 
to  be  delivered  on  the  12th,  and  the  first  day  on  which 
proceedings  could  afterwards  be  taken  was  Wednesday 
the  18th  of  April.  The  rule  must  be  discharged,  the  costs 
to  be  costs  in  the  cause. 

Park,  J.,  concurred. 

CoLTMAN,  J. — The  11  til  section  of  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment is  intended  to  meet  a  specific  inconvenience,  and  it 
is  not  intended  to  alter  the  practice  established  by  this 
rule  of  Easter  Term,  2  Will.  4.  The  present  case,  in  my 
opinion,  expressly  falls  within  the  terms  of  that  rule. 

Rule  discharged  (a), 
(a)  Bosanguet,  J.,  was  absent. 
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183S. 

Malins  v.  Freeman. 

Apurcbwerof  X  HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit.  Tor  goods  bargained 

auction  cannot,  and  sold.     Thc  defendant  pleaded  that  the  goods  were 

pay'ihe'aucdon  P"^  "P  *^  auction,  and  that  by  the  conditions  of  sale  the 

duty  to  which  jy^y  ^^8  to  be  paid  by  the  purchaser.     That  the  defend- 

he  is  made 

liable  by  17  ant  was  the  highest  bidder,  and   that  the  goods  were 

fl.  s^make  the  knocked  down  to  him,  but  that  subsequently  he  refused  to 

bidding  void,  p^^y  jj^^  auctiou  duty,  whereby  the  bidding  and  contract 

therefore  aiieg-  became  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes.   To  this  plea,  the 

ing  the  contract       ,.,./«,  , 

to  be  yoid  on      plauitiit  demurred. 

such  a  ground: 
^^Heldf  bad  on 

demurrer.  W.  H.  Watson^  in  support  of  the  plea,  was  called  on 

by  the  Court,  and  he  submitted  that  as  by  the  act, 
the  payment  of  the  duty  was  necessary  to  complete  the 
contract,  no  binding  contract  had  been  entered  into  in 
the  present  case.  It  was  distinctly  provided  by  the  8th 
section  of  the  stat.  17  Geo.  3,  c.  50,  after  making  it  com« 
petent  to  the  auctioneer  to  charge  the  duty  to  the  pur- 
chaser, that  "  upon  neglect  or  refusal  to  pay  the  same,  the 
bidding  should  be  null  and  void  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses." There  was  nothing  in  the  act  to  qualify  this  ex- 
pression, and  its  meaning  must  be  such  as  that  which  the 
defendant  here  sought  to  establish.  Phillips  v.  BtMtoUi  (a), 
decided  that  it  was  for  the  plaintiff  to  make  out  a  binding 
contract,  and  Sugden's  V.  &  P.  (6),  was  also  in  point. 

72.  V,  Richards^  contra,  submitted  that  the  defendant 
could  not  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrongful  act.  The 
contract  being  void,  must  be  at  the  option  of  the  vendor. 
Doe  d.  Bryan  v.  Bancks  [c). 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — The  words  of  the  act  are  large,  that 
nothing  is  to  restrain  the  auctioneer  from  making  it  a  con- 
la;  3  Dowl.  &  Ry.  822;  S.  C.  2  B.  &  C.  611.  (6)  P.  44. 

(c)  4  B.  &  Aid.  401. 
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dition  of  sale,  that  the  purchaser  shall  pay  the  auction        1838. 
duty ;  and  he  is  authorized  to  demand  it,  and  in  the  event       malihi 
of  a  refusal  to  pay,  the  bidding  is  to  be  void.     I  cannot  v. 

distinguish  this  in  principle  from  the  case  otDoe  d.  Bryan 
v^BanckSfand  there  it  was  held,  that  a  lease  of  coals,  con* 
taining  a  proviso  that  it  should  be  void  to  all  intents  and 
purposes,  if  the  tenant  should  cease  working,  was  not  ab- 
solutely void  by  the  lessor  ceasing  to  work,  but  voidable 
only  at  the  option  of  the  lessor,  and  not  of  the  lessee.  We 
must  put  an  analogous  construction  upon  the  act,  otherwise 
we  should  convert  this  provision,  which  is  intended  to  be  a 
protection  to  vendors,  into  one  favourable  to  purchasers, 
and  by  which  frauds  might  be  committed. 

Park,  J.,  concurred. 

BosANQUET,  J. — The  word  "void"  may  in  some  cases, 
be  construed  as  meaning  ''voidable.*'  The  provision  here 
introduced  is  meant  to  be  in  favour  of  vendors. 

CoLTMAN,  J. — It  is  so  Contrary  to  natural  justice,  that 
a  party  should  be  able  to  defeat  his  own  contract,  that  it 
is  impossible  to  avoid  construing  this  act  in  the  way  sug- 
gested by  the  Court.  There  are  many  cases  which  shew 
that  this  construction  must  be  adopted. 

Judgment  for  the  pkintiff. 


In  re  Eady  and  Others. 

jjIEREWETHER,  Serjt.  moved  that  the  acknowledg-  An  affidavit  of 
ment  of  the  applicant,  who  was  a  married  woman,  might  be  ^i^^  certiBcate  of 

the  acknow- 
ledgment of  a  married  woman  under  the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act,  the  parties  being  resident  in 
Germany,  must  be  sworn  before  a  native  courti  and  an  affidavit  sworn  before  the  English  Consul 
if  not  sufficient 

It  is  no  objection  to  an  affidavit  sworn  before  a  native  court,  that  it  is  originally  in  the  German 
language,  if  it  is  translated,  and  the  translation  verified :  and  the  oath  may  be  administered  in  the 
German  language  if  it  is  translated  by  an  interpreter  to  the  deponent 

It  is  sufficient  that  the  affidavit  should  be  signed  by  the  Judge  of  the  country,  and  that  the  de- 
ponent's signature  should  not  be  attached,  the  Judge's  signature  being  Tcrified,  and  an  affidavit 
being  produced  that  lach  \s  the  courie  of  practice  in  Germany. 
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1838.         taken,  under  the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act,  (3  &  4  WilL  4, 
.  ^  c.  74.)   The  appHcant  was  resident  at  Hamburgh,  and  the 

Eadt.  affidavit  of  verification  of  the  certificate  of  acknowledgment 
was  made  before  the  British  Consul  there.  On  the  papers 
being  produced  to  the  ofiicer  of  the  Court,  he  refused  to  take 
them  because  they  were  not  sworn  before  the  proper  officer- 
It  was  deposed,  however,  that  the  consul  was  the  only  per- 
son in  Hamburgh,  who  would  or  could  swear  the  aflSdavit; 
and  it  was  submitted  that  the  Court  would  deal  with  the 
application  as  the  necessity  of  the  case  required. 

Park,  J. — There  may  be  a  question  whether  it  would 
be  a  legal  conveyance  of  the  property,  if  the  aflidavit  is 
not  properly  sworn. 

Mereweiher  submitted  that  it  was  only  for  the  Court 
to  be  satisfied,  and  that  the  allegation  that  the  consul  was 
the  only  person  who  would  swear  it,  should  be  deemed 
sufficient. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — You  had  better  renew  the  application 
with  fresh  affidavits,  and  let  there  be  some  one  who  has 
applied  to  the  Courts,  who  has  got  a  direct  and  distinct 
refusal  to  swear  the  affidavits.  Let  it  be  some  native  au- 
thority, and  let  the  authority  be  certified  by  the  consul. 

On  a  subsequent  day  in  term, 

Wilde,  Serjt.,  renewed  the  application,  and  produced 
affidavits,  in  which  it  was  sworn,  that  an  agent  had  been 
sent  to  Hamburgh,  with  proper  instructions,  and  he  had 
procured  an  affidavit  of  verification  to  be  sworn  before 
a  Judge  of  one  of  the  native  courts.  The  affidavit  was  in 
German,  but  there  was  a  translation  of  it  into  Englishf 
which  was  verified  by  a  notary,  and  the  oath  had  been 
administered  in  German,  but  was  interpreted  to  the  depo- 
nent in  English.     The  signature  of  the  deponent,  how* 
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ever,  was  not  attached  to  the  affidavit,  it  being  contrary        1838. 
to  the  practice  of  the  Courts  in  Hamburgh,  that  any  sig-         ^  ' 

nature  should  be  attached  to  an  affidavit,  except  that  of  t^ady. 
the  Judge  before  whom  the  oath  was  administered.  The 
signature  of  the  Judge  was  here  appended  to  the  docu- 
ment, and  it  was  verified  by  a  notary.  It  was  besides 
sworn,  that  the  Court  refused  to  swear  the  affidavit  in  the 
English  language,  and  that  there  was  no  person  in  Ham- 
burgh authorized  to  swear  such  an  affidavit,  except  the 
English  consul,  and  the  affidavit  sworn  before  him,  and 
which  had  before  been  produced,  was  now  in  Court. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — There  is  no  objection  to  the  oath  hav- 
ing been  administered  in  German  and  interpreted;  the 
same  rule  of  practice  is  adopted  here.  The  only  thing 
wanted  is  an  affidavit  to  state  that  it  is  the  law  of  Ger- 
many, that  the  deponent  is  not  allowed  to  sign  his  affi- 
davit. 

Wilde  submitted,  that  the  signature  of  the  Judge  being 
appended  to  the  affidavit  was  a  sufficient  guarantee  of  the 
course  always  pursued. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — I  think  the  clerk  had  better  swear  that 

he  believes  the  course  which  has  been  adopted,  is  that 

which  is  regidarly  taken  in  Germany.     To  the  eye  of  a 

person  merely  looking  at  the  affidavits,  the  evidence  would 

otherwise  appear  incomplete. 

Rule  accordingly. 


WooLFE  V.  Cooper. 

J.ALFOURD9  Serjt.»  moved  for  a  rule,  calling  on  the  where,  in  an 
defendant  to  shew  cause  why  the  certificate  of  the  arbi-  p[fuJ^J5[e"J^|^oie 

cause  and  all 
matters  in  difference  are  referred  to  arbitration,  the  arbitrator  is  in  the  character  of  a  jury  and 
shall  find  fur  the  defendant  on  those  issues  only  which  are  proved  by  him,  even  although  it  is 
directed  that  if  the  arbitrator  shall  find  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  any  damages  at 
all,  a  verdict  shall  be  entered  for  the  defendant. 

VOL,  VI.  T  T  D.  P.  0. 
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tntor  should  not  be  amended,  by  the  Altering  of  a  ver* 
diet  for  the  pUintiff  on  the  second  and  fourth  isiuea»  or 
why  the  certificate  shouM  not  be  referred  back  to  the  arbi* 
trator,  in  order  that  he  might  amend  it.  It  waa  an  action 
of  aasumpsity  and  the  dedaration  contained  counts  for  woik 
and  labour  and  for  money  lent,  and  the  defendant  pleaded 
Don  assumpsit,  payment,  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  a  set^ 
oC  The  cause  was  taken  down  for  trial  at  the  assises  for 
the  county  of  Worcester,  when  a  Terdict  was  taken  for  the 
plaintiff  with  500/.  damages,  conditional  upon  the  finding 
of  an  arbitrator,  and  under  the  order  of  nisi  priua  he  was 
directed  to  make  an  award  or  certificate  on  the  cause  and 
all  matters  in  difference,  and  **  if  he  should  find  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  any  damages  at  aO, 
then  the  above  named  conditional  verdict  was  to  be  void, 
and  instead  thereof  a  verdict  was  to  be  entered  for  the 
defendant.**  The  arbitrator  found  that  nothing  waa  due, 
and  he  directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered  generally  for  the 
defendant,  and  the  ground  on  which  this  application  was 
made  was,  that  no  evidence  was  offered  on  the  pleas  of 
payment  or  set-off,  and  that  therefore  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  a  verdict  on  those  two  issues. 

R.  V.  Richards  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  un* 
der  the  order  of  nisi  prius  the  arbitrator  could  make  his 
certificate  in  no  other  form  than  that  which  he  had 
adopted.  The  terms  of  the  order  were,  that  if  the  plain* 
tiff  should  not  be  entitled  to  any  damages  at  all,  then  the 
conditional  verdict  should  be  void,  and  a  verdict  should 
be  entered  for  the  defendant.  Then  it  was  found  that 
nothing  was  due  to  the  plaintiff,  and  he  was  therefore 
entitled  to  no  damages,  and  the  certificate  was  right 
in  directing  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  The  con- 
struction sought  to  be  put  on  the  order  by  the  plaintiff 
was  one  which  could  only  be  arrived  at  by  straining  the 
words  used ;  but  the  order  was  in  fact  a  binding  contract 
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upon  the  parties,  and  must  be  construed  strictly.  This  1858. 
€ase  had  occurred  before  the  new  rules,  and  was  diffe- 
rent from  one  where  the  order  was  drawn  up  in  con* 
formity  with  them.  The  Court  had  been  in  the  habit  of 
deciding  such  cases  strictly,  and  they  could  not  allow  the 
award  to  be  made  in  terms  different  from  those  used  here. 
If  the  arbitrator  had  said,  "  I  hereby  declare  that  nothing 
is  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  but  I  further 
award  that  there  shall  be  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on 
the  general  issue,  but  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  other  issues,'' 
the  Court  could  not  allow  it;  because  it  would  be  incon- 
sistent with  the  order  of  reference. 

Talfourdf  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  true 
meaning  of  the  order  must  be  taken  to  be,  that  the  arbi- 
trator should  find  upon  each  of  the  issues  as  the  evidence 
might  justify.  The  terms  of  the  submission  were  that  *'  the 
cause  should  be  referred,"  and  that  meant,  each  of  the 
issues  joined  substantially.  Suppose  a  case  of  trespass  and 
that  various  rights  were  pleaded,  any  one  of  which  would 
be  suflScient  to  answer  the  action,  it  could  not  be  held 
that  because  one  plea  was  found  for  the  defendant,  the  ver- 
dict must  be  entered  for  him  on  all  the  others,  because 
that  might  have  the  effect  of  concluding  many  most  im- 
portant rights,  affecting  other  individuals. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — The  good  sense  and  the  law  also  in 
this  case,  are  in  favour  of  the  party  who  makes  this  appli- 
cation. The  cause  was  referred,  and  it  appears  that  a 
general  verdict  was  taken  for  the  damages  in  the  declara- 
tion. In  order  to  shew  that  this  was  merely  a  formal  en- 
try»  a  general  power  is  given  to  the  arbitrator  in  reference 
to  the  whole  cause.  I  think,  then,  that  the  whole  cause 
is  referred,  and  that  the  arbitrator  is  in  the  character  of  a 
jury,  and  may  give  a  verdict  on  one  issue  or  another  as 
the  evidence  shall  apply  to  all.    ThereforCi  as  here  there 
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was  a  plea  of  set-off,  on  which  there  was  no  evidence,  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  a  verdict  on  it,  though  the 
evidence  on  all  the  other  pleas  should  be  against  him. 


Tlie  rest  of  the  Court  concurred  (o). 


Rule  absolute. 


(a)  Botanquetj  J.,  wai  absent. 


Where  an  affi* 
dayit  is  sworn 
before  a  Com- 
missioner of  this 
Coart  in  Vica- 
tion,  it  is  *'  busi- 
ness depending 
In  Court " 
within  the 
meaning  of  the 
statute  1 1  Geo. 
4,  c.  70,  s.  4, 
and  is  sufficient 
to  confer  a 
power  on  the 
Lord  Chief 
Baron  of  the 
Exchequer  to 
grant  an  order 
at  chambers  for 
the  arrest  of  the 
defendant,  the 
action  being 
trover  to  re- 
cover biUs  of 
exchange. 


Griffin  v.  Taylor. 

JL  HIS  was  an  action  of  trover  to  recover  certain  bills  of 
exchange,  and  an  affidavit  was  sworn  by  the  plaintiff  be- 
fore a  commissioner  of  this  Court  in  the  country,  during 
the  last  circuity  on  which  an  application  was  made  to 
Lord  Abinger^  C.  B.,  at  chambers,  for  an  order  for  the 
arrest  of  the  defendant.  The  order  was  granted,  and, 
the  defendant  having  been  arrested,  an  application  was 
made  on  his  behalf  to  Park^  J.,  at  chambers,  that  he 
should  be  discharged,  on  the  ground  that  the  learned 
Chief  Baron  had  no  jurisdiction  in  the  cause  to  issue  an 
order  for  his  arrest.  The  order  of  Park,  J.,  was  granted 
in  vacation,  and  was  drawn  up  to  shew  cause  in  Court. 

Adams,  Serjt.,  now  shewed  cause. — The  question  for 
consideration  arose  on  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the 
terms  of  the  statute  1 1  Geo.  4,  c.  70,  s.  4.  By  that  section  it 
was  enacted,  "  that  any  Judge  of  the  said  Court,  to  what- 
ever Court  he  may  belong,  shall  be  and  he  is  hereby  ac- 
cordingly authorised  to  sit  in  London  and  Middlesex  for 
the  trial  of  issues  arising  in  any  of  the  said  Courts,  and  to 
transact  such  business  at  chambers  or  elsewhere  depend- 
ing in  any  of  the  said  Courts,  as  relates  to  matters  over 
which  the  said  Courts  have  a  common  jurisdiction,  and  as 
may,  according  to  the  course  and  practice  of  the  Courts, 
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be  transacted  by  a  single  judge.**  On  this  the  ques-  1838. 
tion  arose  as  to  whether  there  was  such  ^'  business  de- 
pending in  Court/*  as  would  give  the  learned  judge  juris- 
diction.  This  was  the  first  case  upon  this  particular  sec- 
tion of  the  present  act  of  Parliament,  but  decisions  had 
been  given  upon  similar  provisions  of  other  acts,  and  Ex 
parte  Smith  (a)  was  in  point.  There  the  question  arose 
upon  the  S  Geo.  4,  c.  103,  which  was  repealed  by  the  sta- 
tute 1 1  Geo.  4,  c.  70,  and  by  which  the  Judges  were  ena- 
bled to  sit  under  the  king's  warrant,  and  to  determine 
such  matters  as  were  ''  depending  in  the  Court  ;**  and  in 
that  case  it  was  held,  that  an  affidavit  sworn  during  termi 
in  support  of  an  application  for  the  re-admission  of  an  at- 
torney, was  sufficient  to  bring  the  case  before  the  Court 
within  the  statute.  In  the  judgment  given  by  the  Court 
in  that  case  too,  it  was  said,  that  the  act  must  be  con- 
strued liberally,  *'  for  the  dispatch  of  business  and  for  the 
benefit  of  the  public.**  In  principle,  no  distinction  could 
be  drawn  between  that  case  and  the  present,  and,  in  fact, 
the  only  difficulty  which  could  arise  was  that  which  might 
be  produced  by  the  affidavit  having  been  sworn  before  a 
commissioner  instead  of  in  Court.  But  the  commissioner 
was  an  officer  of  the  Court,  and  had  the  same  jurisdiction 
in  that  particular  matter  as  the  Court  itself.  The  power 
of  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  would  be  undoubted  if  the  affi- 
davit had  been  sworn  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  as 
the  Judges  had  a  concurrent  jurisdiction  given  to  them, 
in  the  case  of  all  matters  "  depending  in  Court,**  it  could 
not  be  contended  that  that  power  did  not  extend  in  this 
case  to  an  affidavit  sworn  before  a  commissioner  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas.  That  this  must  be  considered 
to  be  business  done  in  Court  was  obvious,  for  in  Winter 
v.  Payne  (6),  it  was  held  that  drawing  and  engrossing  an 

(fl)  7  D.  &  Ry.  382.  (b)  6  T.  R.  645. 
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1838.         ajffidavit  of  debt  in  order  to  hold  a  party  to  bail,  waa  buai- 
neas  done  in  Court. 

Whitehurst,  in  support  of  the  order. — Ex  parte  Smith 
waa  no  authority  here,  because  it  was  decided  under  very 
peculiar  circumstances,  for  it  happened  that  the  learned 
counsel  who  waa  instructed  to  make  the  motion  mislaid 
the  papers,  and  could  not  therefore  apply  to  the  Court. 
That  case  waa  also  distingishable  from  the  present,  be* 
cause  the  aflSdayit  was  there  actually  sworn  in  Court,  and 
that  was  stated  to  be  the  ground  on  which  the  decision 
rested,  for  it  was  said  in  the  judgment,  *'  An  affidavit 
sworn  in  Court,  or  before  one  of  its  officers  during  the 
term,  though  not  then  made  use  of,  seems  to  us  sufficient 
to  bring  the  subject-matter  before  the  Court,  so  aa  to 
render  it  a  matter  *  depending  in  Court,'  within  the  act  of 
Parliament.'*  Then  in  Winter  v.  Payne^  the  question  was 
one  of  an  entirely  different  character.  There  the  point 
was  whether  the  business  done  was  such  as  came  within 
the  operation  of  the  statute  3  Geo.  3,  c.  23,  s.  23,  so  that 
it  was  necessary  that  a  bill  of  costs  should  be  delivered  a 
month  before  action  brought,  but  nothing  was  said  about 
its  being  **  business  in  Court."  An  affidavit  to  hold  to 
bail  was  no  part  of  a  suit ;  it  was  not  a  maUer  depending 
in  Court,  but  was  merely  a  preliminary  proceeding :  jRtcA- 
ards  V.  Stuart  (a).  So,  all  the  authorities  would  shew 
that  affidavits  to  hold  to  bail  were  matters  quite  dia« 
tinct  from  the  action.  The  question  here  was,  whether 
at  the  time  the  application  was  made  to  the  Lord  Chief 
Baron,  there  was  any  business  in  Court,  and  it  was  sub- 
mitted there  was  not.  What  had  been  done?  The  plain- 
tiff, it  was  true,  bad  made  an  affidavit,  but  it  was  within 
his  power,  if  he  chose,  to  destroy  that  affidavit  and  to 
abandon  all  proceedings.     The  first  moment  at  which  it 

(a)  10  Bing,  322. 


EASTER  TERM^  1  VICT.  6)13 

could  be  said  that  there  was  any  '*  business  in  Court,"  was        1838. 
when  the  writ  was  issued,  because  it  was  then  only  that  a 
suit  could  be  said  to  be  pending. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — This  case  may  be  determined  by  a  re- 
ference to  the  words  of  the  section  of  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment in  question,  which  are  so  comprehensive,  that  it 
must  be  taken  that  they  were  intended  to  include  the  case 
now  before  us.  They  are,  '*Any  Judge  of  the  said 
Courts,  to  whatever  Court  he  may  belong,  shall  be  and 
he  is  hereby  accordingly  authorised  to  sit  in  London  and 
Middlesex  for  the  trial  of  issues  arising  in  any  of  the  said 
Courts,  and  to  transact  such  business  at  chambers  or  else- 
where, depending  in  any  of  the  said  Courts,  as  relates  to 
matters  over  which  the  said  Courts  have  a  concurrent  ju- 
risdiction, and  as  may,  according  to  the  course  and  prac- 
tice of  the  Court,  be  transacted  by  a  single  Judge.'*  Now, 
the  swearing  an  affidavit,  whether  before  the  Court  itself^ 
or  a  commissioner  of  the  Court,  is  a  *'  business  depending 
in  the  Court,"  which  is  the  expression  used  in  the  act  aa 
relating  to  matters  in  which  the  Courts  have  a  common 
jurisdiction.  Then  each  Court,  it  appears,  would  have 
jurisdiction  to  issue  a  writ,  and,  therefore,  not  being  de- 
sirous to  fritter  away  the  intentions  of  the  act,  the  object 
of  which  is  evidently  to  make  its  provisions  as  compre- 
hensive as  possible,  the  best  opinion  is,  that  the  learned 
Chief  Bafbn  had  power  to  grant  this  writ. 

Park,  J. — The  question  is,  whether,  in  this  case,  there 
was  **  business  depending  in  Court,'*  to  give  my  Lord 
Abinger  jurisdiction*  The  act  is  a  wholesome  act,  and  it 
has  now  become  necessary ;  but  1  own,  that  I  have  had 
very  considerable  doubt  as  to  the  word  ''  depending.''  At 
the  same  time,  however,  I  have  come  over  to  the  opinion 
of  the  rest  of  the  Court,  that  the  moment  the  affidavit  is 
made*  with  a  view  to  set  the  penal  process  of  the  Court 
in  motion,  there  is  *' business  depending  in  Court.'* 
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B08ANQUET9  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  case  fidls 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  Technically  speaking, 
there  is  no  doubt  that  the  affidavit  is  not  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  and  the  words  commonly  employed  in  an 
act  are,  that  where  *'a  suit  or  action  is  depending  in 
Court/*  such  and  such  things  shall  be  done.  Here,  how- 
ever, that  language  has  been  avoided,  and  I  apprehend 
intentionally  so,  and  the  words  which  are  used  are,  **  such 
business  at  chambers  or  elsewhere,  depending  in  any  of 
the  said  Courts,  as  relates  to  matters  over  which  the  said 
Courts  have  a  concurrent  jurisdiction,  and  as  may,  accord- 
ing to  the  course  and  practice  of  the  Court,  be  transacted 
by  a  single  judge.'*  Now,  there  is  no  doubt  that  over 
actions  of  trover  the  judges  have  a  common  jurisdiction, 
and  the  affidavit  prior  to  the  issuing  of  the  writ  in  trover 
is  a  matter  relating  to  business,  over  which  they  have  com- 
mon jurisdiction  ;  therefore,  all  these  words  agree  certainly 
with  all  that  has  been  done  here.  Then,  is  this  **  business 
depending  in  Court  ?"  It  appears  to  me  that,  although 
it  is  not  technically  the  commencement  of  a  suit,  it  is  that 
which  has  for  its  object  the  commencement  of  a  suit,  and 
may  be  considered  as  ''  business  depending  in  Court.** 


CoLTMAN,  J.,  concurred. 


Rule  absolute* 


Dob  c/.  Agar  r.  Roe. 

Semce,  in  JL  ALFOURD,  Serjt.,  moved  for  judgment  against  the 

the  daughter  of  casual  ejector.     The  affidavit  on  which  he  moved  stated 

^u  Ud'with  '^®*  ^'^^  deponent  had  called  at  the  residence  of  t^ic  tenant 

the  fact  of  the  in  possession  of  the  premises  in  question,  and  had  served 

tenant's  after-        •        ,         •  ^    1  •  1  i»    1         -i      1 

wards  calling  on  the  daughter  of  the  tenant  with  a  copy  of  the  declaration 

the  attorney  of 

the  lessor  of  tlie 

plaintiiTs,  and  saying  that  he  knows  that  the  time  is  coming  "  when  something  must  be  done,"  is 

sufficient  ground  for  the  Court  to  grant  a  rule  for  judgment  against  the  casual  ejector. 
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and  Doticey  and  explained  their  nature  and  purport  to  hen  1838. 
The  tenant  subsequently  called  at  the  office  of  the  attor- 
ney of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintifT,  and  proposed  terms  for 
the  settlement  of  the  action^  saying  that  the  time  was  ap- 
preaching  when  something  must  be  done.  He  went  away 
promising  that  he  would  call  again,  but  as  the  attorney 
had  since  received  no  communication  from  him,  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff  now  applied  to  the  Court.  It  was  submit- 
ted,  that  the  conversation  which  had  taken  place  was  suf- 
ficient to  shew  that  the  service  which  had  been  effected 
on  the  daughter  of  the  tenant  had  come  to  his  knowledge, 
and  that  the  papers  had  reached  his  hands. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — I  think  the  expression  that  he  knew 
the  time  was  coming  when  "  something  must  be  done/* 
shewed  that  he  was  aware  that  something  must  be  done 
by  him. 

Rule  granted. 


Cox  V.  Cannon. 

JlRICE  had  obtained  a  rule,  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  it  u  no  ground 
to  shew  cause  why  the  warrant  of  attorney  in  this  cause  ^^  Courf  to^'' 
should  not  be  given  up  to  be  cancelled  for  irregularity,  ^S^*'  •  warrant 

^  "^  *  -^ '   of  attorney  to 

and  why  the  defendant  should  not  be  discharged  out  of  be  deiWered  up 
the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  Surrey,  as  to  the  judgment  that  Im^m  not 
and  execution  on  the  said  warrant.    The  ground  upon  •""*®<^  *" '^« 

®  ~        presence  of  a 

which  the  rule  had  been  obtained  was,  that  the  person  by  ceruacated  at- 

torney,  the  per- 

whom  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  attested  on  behalf  of  son  who  acted 
the  defendant  was  not  a  certificated  attorney,  and  besides,  am'^s  bebai?^' 
that  he  was  a  prisoner.  having  de- 

*  Mnbcd  himself 

as  such,  and 

Peacock  now  shewed  cause,  and  produced  an  affidavit,  having  been 

1  .  ,    -  1  1        1   «•      1  .  produced  by 

m  which  It  was  sworn  that  the  defendant  was  a  pnsoner  the  defendant 
in  custody  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  warrant  of    ^^  ^^  ^. 

Jeetion  that  the 
aUomey  tcting  for  the  defendant  is  a  prisoner. 
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1838.  attorneyi  and  that  the  deponent,  the  clerk  to  the  plaintiff's 
attorney,  took  the  warrant  of  attorney  to  him  in  prison  to 
execute ;  that  the  defendant  read  the  said  warrant  of  at« 
tomey,  and  that  the  deponent  then  informed  him  that  it 
was  necessary  that  his  signature  should  be  attested  by  an 
attorney  on  his  behalf}  that  the  defendant  sent  for  a  per^ 
son  whO|  on  his  coming  forward,  described  himself  as  an  at* 
tomey,  and  who,  on  the  warrant  of  attorney  being  executed, 
signed  his  name  **  William  Haywood,**  and  stated  that 
he  was  the  attorney  for  the  defendant.  The  deponent 
stated  also,  that  he  was  not  informed,  nor  did  he  know 
that  the  said  William  Haywood  was  a  prisoner,  and  an 
uncertificated  attorney,  nor  did  he  tell  the  defendant  that 
he  would  do  to  attest  the  warrant  of  attorney  even  al- 
though he  was  not  certificated  and  a  prisoner.  The  case 
of  Jeyes  v.  Booth  (a)  was  in  point.  There  the  attorney 
was  produced  by  the  defendant,  and  it  was  held  that  he 
must  be  looked  upon  as  an  attorney  for  the  purposes  of 
that  case,  and  the  Court  refused  to  set  aside  the  proceed- 
ings on  the  ground  that  he  was  not  an  attorney. 

Price  contrd,  submitted  that  the  rule  was  peremptory 
upon  the  subject,  and  cited  the  case  of  Perge  v.  Dodd 
mentioned  in  Tidd's  New  Practice  (6),  where  it  was  held 
in  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench  that  the  presence  and  at- 
testation of  an  attorney  who  had  not  taken  out  his  certifi- 
cate was  insufficient. 

TiNDAL,  C.J. — This  case  is  not  to  be  distinguished 
from  Jeyes  v.  Booth,  except  that  the  party  did  not  him- 
self know  that  the  person  who  acted  as  the  attorney  was 
not  certificated.  Before  the  defendant  was  in  a  position 
to  make  this  motion,  he  should  have  cleared  the  way  by 

(a)  1  B.  &  P.  97.  (6)  P.  279. 
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shewing  that  be  was  as  ignorant  as  the  other  party.    The         IBdS. 
fact  of  Haywood's  being  a  prisoner  is  immaterial. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


Holmes  and  Another  v.  Pinney. 

Andrews,  Serjt.^  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  for  Where,  in  an 

striking  out  the  name  of  one  of  the  two  plaintiffs  on  the  banking  eom- 

record.     It  was  an  action  brought  by  a  banking  company  of  two'piaindffl^ 

established  under  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  45,  by  the  9th  section  •'«  improperly 

•      t  t»  put  on  the  re- 

of  which  they  were  required  to  sue  m  the  name  of  any  one  cord,  the  7  Geo. 
of  their  public  officers.  It  was  submitted,  that  the  rule  qoiring'therait 
should  have  been  to  set  aside  the  proceedinirs  in  the  ac-  J°  *?  carried  on 

f  o  in  the  name  of 

tion  on  payment  of  the  defendant's  costs.    [Ttndal^  C.  J. —  any  one  of  the 
If  the  plaintiffs  were  to  discontinue  they  would  have  to  company,  the 
pay  all  costs  certainly,  but  then  the  action  must  be  re-  Si^^wiS  to  b^ 
commenced,  and  there  is  a  necessary   further  expense,  tmended,  the 
which  is  quite  useless.]    The  defendant  might  obtain  some  coiu  occadoned 
benefit  by  the  discontinuance,  and  the  Court  ought  not  to  lJd|J^d  wlu 
suffer  him  to  receive  any  injury  in  his  rights.     [Tinc/a/,  °°^"*{^r^*' 
■  C.  J. — It  is  not  an  uncommon  occurrence  to  strike  out  the  discontinued 
name  of  one  of  two  plaintiffs,  under  such  circumstances.]  menced. 
The  question  was,  whether  the  Court  would  allow  the 
parties,  after  the  cause  had  proceeded  so  far  by  their 
own  neglect,   to  exclude  themselves  from  such  conse- 
quences as  would  follow,  if  the  Court  should  refuse  to 
make  this  rule  absolute. 

Wilde,  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  rule,  cited  Baker  v. 
Neater  (a). 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — I  cannot  think  this  is  an  unreasonable 
application.     It  is  made  to  prevent  unnecessary  expense, 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  \,  ^  616. 
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and  the  defendant  is  put  in  precisely  the  same  position  as 
before,  and  all  his  costs  attending  the  amendment  are  paid. 
The  refusal  to  make  this  rule  absolute  would  be  only 
putting  so  much  money  in  the  hands  of  the  attorney. 

Rule  absolute. 


Where  a  sum  of 
money  bas  beea 
offered  to  a 
plaintiff  in  latis- 
iaction  of  his 
demand,  which 
be  declines  to 
accept,  but 
subsequently, 
on  its  being 
paid  into  Court 
with  a  plea  of 
such  payment, 
lie  ukes  it  oo^ 
tbo  Court  will 
not  interfere  to 
give  the  defend- 
ant  bis  costs, 
unless  the  case 
has  previously 
been  before  the 
Master. 


Rob  «•  CoBUAM. 

JjIARTIN  moYed  for  a  rule,  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to 
shew  cause  why  the  Master  should  not  tax  the  defendant 
his  costs  incurred  in  this  cause  since  the  service  of  the  writ 
of  summons.  It  appeared  that  the  writ  of  summons  was 
issued  on  the  20th  of  October,  indorsed  to  recover  a  sum 
of  106/.  3s*  9d*9  and  on  the  28th  of  the  same  month,  the 
defendant  took  out  a  summons  at  chambers  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings, on  payment  by  him  of  81/.  14^.  9d,,  together 
with  costs,  to  be  taxed  by  the  master.  The  summons 
came  on  to  be  heard  before  Alderson^  B.,  and  was  attended 
by  the  plaintiff,  who  took  time  to  consider  whether  he 
would  accept  the  terms  which  were  offered.  On  the  31st 
he  gave  his  answer,  declining  to  accede  to  the  proposition, 
and  the  defendant  afterwards  paid  the  money  into  court, 
and  pleaded  the  payment.  No  further^  steps  were  taken 
in  the  cause  until  the  24th  of  February,  and  then  the 
plaintiff  took  the  money  out  of  Court,  in  satisfaction  of 
his  demand.  The  course  of  practice  was  clearly  laid  down 
in  numerous  cases,  and  James  v.  Raggett  {a)  &  Hale  v. 
Baker  (b)  were  both  in  point. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — Why  not  take  the  case  before  the 

officer?    Let  the  plaintiff  pursue  his  own  judgment.     He 

bas  got  judgment  in  the  cause,  and  let  him  go  before 

the  Master. 

Rule  refused. 


(o)  2  B.  &  Aid.  776 ;  S.  C.  1  Chit.  Rep.  47h 
(6)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  126. 
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Doe  d. r.  Roe. 

UARDINE  moved  for  judgment  against  the  casual  ejector.  The  Court  win 
The  irregularity  in  the  case  was,  that  in  the  notice  served  |![dg!J^m*^  ^^' 
on  two  of  the  tenants  the  Christian  name  of  one  of  the  *s«iMttbe 

caiual  ejector, 

Other  tenants  was  omitted.  although  in  the 

notice  serred  on 
two  of  the 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.— That  is  not  material :  Uke  a  rule.  rK,'l?!f'J''' 

'  Christian  name 

of  a  third 

Rule  granted.       jj;;"^  ^'  °™^'- 


Doe  d.  Smith  r.  Roe. 

xJTRAY  moved  for  judgment  against  the  casual  ejector,  where  then 
There  were  thirteen  tenants  in  possession,  on  all  of  whom  JJJJa^nu^poi- 
personal  service  had  been  eflTected.     In  the  whole  of  the  •"•ioof  "imI 

,  they  have  all 

notices,  however,  two  of  the  tenants  were  described  merely  beenpcrMnaiiy 
as  "Mrs.  Martin"  and  "Mrs.  Gough,"  their  Christian  TylSl'ontor 
names  being  omitted.     It  was  sworn  that  they  were  per-  I^'*/^^jJ" 
sonally  served,  and  that  they  were  the  tenants  in  posses-  the  caauai 
sion,  and  besides,  that  their  Christian  names  were  not  now  granted,  that 
known,  and  it  was  submitted,  therefore,  that  the  omission  n^am^a'^r^f^o 
was  not  material.  f  **>*™  *>■'• 

been  omitted  in 
all  the  noticei. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — You  may  take  a  rule.    There  has  al« 
ready  been  a  similar  case  before  the  Court. 

Rule  granted. 

Mayhew  v.  Hoadley. 

Arnold  moved  for  a  rule  for  an  attachment  against  Where  the  de- 
the  sheriff*,  for  not  bringing  in  the  body.     The  writ  of  retted  on  "* 

capiat,  and  in 
the  copy  aerved  on  him  he  it  directed  to  put  in  b^l  in  the  Exchequer  of  Pleat*  inttead  of  in  the 
Common  Pleas,  hit  oroittion  to  put  in  bail  in  the  Common  Pleat  doet  not  affi>rd  a  tuiBcient  ground 
to  induce  the  Court  to  grant  a  rule  for  an  attachment  againtt  the  aheriif  for  not  brloging  in  the  body. 
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1838.        capias  was  issued  in  the  month  of  March,  and  the  defen- 

Mayuew      ^^"^  ^^^  arrested  and  a  copy  served  on  him  in  pursuance 

V'  of  the  directions  of  the  statute,  in  which,  however,  by  a 

HOAOLBY.  -  ,  ^ 

mistake  of  the  clerk,  he  was  directed  to  put  in  bail  ''  in 
the  Exchequer  of  Pleas/  instead  of  in  this  Court.  The 
writ  was  tested  in  this  Court,  and  the  action  was  in  this 
Court,  and  it  was  submitted  that,  as  no  bail  had  been  put 
in,  in  this  Court,  and  as  the  defendant  must  have  been 
aware  that  it  was  an  error  in  the  copy  of  the  writ  to  re- 
quire bail  in  the  Exchequer  of  Pleas,  this  rule  must  be 
granted* 

Park,  J. — I  doubt  very  much  whether  it  is  a  demand 
of  bail.    I  do  not  see  that  it  will  do. 

Rule  refused. 


Newton  and  Wip£  o.  Harland  and  Others. 

A  plaintiff  who  rT  .  H.  WATSON  moved  for  a  rule,  calling  on  the  de- 
"Z&S!.^  fendant  to  shew  cause  why  the  venue  in  this  action 
thecommence-i    should  not  be  brought  back  to  the  county  of  Middlesex, 

ment  of  m  .  .    .  ,   .  . 

action,  cannot  where  it  had  been  originally  laid,  but  from  which  county 
lege  in  orderto  '^  '^^^  ^^^^^  removed  by  the  defendants  to  York.  The 
procure  the        action  was  Commenced  in  Easter  Term,  1837,  and  the 

Tenue  in  tne  ' 

action  to  be       ground  on  whicli  this  motion  was  made  was  that  of  the 

from  York  to     privilege  of  Mr.  Newton,  who  was  a  barrister,  and  was 

The^jfrivilege  "^^  pursulng  the  practice  of  the  law.     It  was  submitted 

cannot  be  ^j^^t  the  privilcfife  of  a  barrister  was  equal  to  that  of  an 

granted  to  a  .  . 

person  joined  attorney,  but  in  the  present  case  there  was  a  difficulty,  in 
the  action,  whe-  Mr.  Ncwton  not  having  been  called  to  the  bar  until  after 
i^hdntiffii^or^  ^'*®  Commencement  of  the  action.  The  principle  on  which 
defendant!.        the  privilege  was  granted,  however,  being,  that  the  clienta 

of  the  privileged  person  should  not  suffer  by  his  absence ; 

this  was  immaterial. 
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TiNDAL,  C.  J. — The  plaintiff  has  no  rights  by  his  volun-  1838. 

tary  act|  in  being  called  to  the  bar,  to  inflict  an  incon-  ff^^^Q^ 

venience  on  the  defendant.  «• 


H^aiiAifD. 


W.  H,  Watson  taid«  that  there  was  also  another  diffl- 
OQlty»  in  Mr*  Newton  being  joined  with  his  wife  in  the 
action.  The  moving  party  in  the  suit,  however,  was  the 
husbandi  and  it  was  his  attention  which  was  peculiarly 
expected  to  be  paid  to  the  case.  If  the  reason  of  the 
principle  besides,  were  good,  that  the  presence  of  the 
privileged  person  was  required  in  Westminster  Hall,  for 
the  benefit  of  his  clients,  it  would  apply  to  this  case  as 
well  as  any  other. 

TiVDAL,  C  J. — I  cannot  help  saying,  that  as  far  as  the 
elients  of  the  plaintiff  are  concerned,  but  little  injury  will 
be  done,  for  the  Courta  in  Westminster  Hall  and  the 
Courts  at  York  do  not  sit  at  the  same  time. 

W.  H.  WaUon. — In  Tidd*s  Practice  (a)  there  were  some 
cases  cited  on  the  point,  but  they  were  all  cases  of  de- 
fendants who  claimed  the  privilege,  and  the  reason  why 
husband  and  wife  could  not  then  be  joined,  was  that  the 
attachment  of  privilege  was  in  existence.  The  attach- 
ment did  not,  however,  now  exist,  and  the  case  it  was 
submitted  was  altered. 

TiNDALi  C.  J. — It  seems  to  me  that  the  case  stands  on 
the  same  ground,  whether  the  party  claiming  privilege  is 
defendant  or  plaintiff;  if  a  person  is  joined  with  his  wife 
as  defendant  he  cannot  enjoy  the  privilege,  and  the  same 
rule  must  apply  here. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  Ninth  edit.,  p.  80. 


GS2 


CASES  OM  POINTS  OF  PRACTICE,  C.  P. 


183S. 


A  defendant 
hiTing  been  ar- 
rested in  bia 
way  (o  Court  to 
deliver  bimself 
up  into  the 
bands  of  the 
Court  of 
Queen's  Bench 
to  receive  judg- 
ment on  a  con- 
viction for  con- 
spiracy, the 
Court  will  only 
grant  a  rule 
nisi  for  bis  dis- 
cbarge on  bis 
own  affidavit. 

The  facts 
being  subse- 
quently ad- 
mitted by  the 
plaintiff,  the 
defendant  will 
be  discharged 
as  to  that  case, 
but  if  any 
detainers  are 
lodged  against 
bioii  be  will 
not  be  dis- 
charged as  to 
them  unless 
notice  of  the 
motion  has 
been  given  to 
the  parties  con- 
cerned. 


Sharplin  r.  Hunter. 

JR.  r.  RICHARDS  moved  for  a  rule  for  the  discbarge  of 
the  defendant  out  of  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  Mid- 
dlesezy  in  this  action.  It  was  sworn  by  the  defendant, 
that  he  had  been  indicted  for  a  conspiracy  with  some  other 
persons,  and  was  convicted,  and  a  rule  was  obtained  for 
judgment  against  him,  or  in  the  alternative  for  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial,  and  he  was  proceeding  in  a  coach  to  de- 
liver himself  up  into  the  hands  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  having  reason  to  believe  that  as  the  rule  was  in 
the  paper,  it  would  come  on  for  discussion  on  that  day, 
when  he  was  arrested  in  the  present  action  by  W.  Thomp- 
son, an  officer  of  the  sheriff,  and  by  him  conveyed  to  a 
lock-up-house  in  Chancery-lane,  where  he  was  still  de- 
tained. It  was  submitted  that  the  rule  should  be  absolute 
in  the  first  instance. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — The  statement  is  made  by  the  prisoner 
himself,  and  we  cannot  discharge  him  without  some  fur- 
ther inquiry.     You  can  only  have  a  rule  to  shew  cause. 

On  a  subsequent  day. 

Legh  appeared  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  action,  but  no 
one  appeared  for  the  sheriff.  The  facts  stated  by  the 
defendant  were  not  disputed. 


R*  V.  Richards  submitted  that  the  rule  must  be  abso- 
lute as  to  all  detainers  lodged  subsequently  to  the  defend- 
ant's arrest.  The  first  imprisonment  was  illegal,  and  any 
continuation  of  it  would  be  illec^al  ako. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — Suppose  a  person  innocently  detained 
him,  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  that  detainer  is 
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illegal    The  sheriff  will  not  let  him  go  from  any  detainers         183S. 
there  may  be.    He  will  discharge  him  from  this  case ;  but     shaeplin 
if  there  are  any  other  persons  who  have  lodged  detainers  »• 

against  him^  and  whose  interests  are  therefore  concerned, 
at  all  events  he  cannot  be  discharged  as  to  themi  unless 
you  have  given  them  notice. 

Rule  accordingly. 


Huntley  v.  Bulwer  and  Others. 

c/.  BAYLEY  moved  for  a  rule^  calling  on  the  plaintiff  ThrMdaji* 
or  his  attorney  to  shew  cause  why  all  proceedings  in  this  piaindff'iattor- 
action  should  not  be  stayed  until  the  plaintiff  had  given  neyof  "^t«n- 

•^  »  o  iiQU  to  move 

security  for  costs.     It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  re-  the  Court  that 

,.    ,        _.,_     .  .     T-«  1  t      #«>^       1  the  plalmifif  give 

aided  at  Biilericay,  in  £sseX|  up  to  the  month  of  October,  security  for 
1886,  and  that  he  had  then  gone  to  St.  Omer,  in  France,  ^uii;.*^""^ m 
in  insolvent  circumstances.     Three  days*  notice  of  the  de-  demand  widre- 

"^  fuiftl,  and  the 

fendants*  intention  to  make  the  present  motion  had  been  Court  will  not 
served  on  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  and  it  was  submitted  ^^  ^^\^  ^ 
that  this  was  equivalent  to  a  demand  of  the  security  re-  ^^^' 
quired  and  a  refusal  to  give  it. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — You  have  not  demanded  the  security, 
and  it  may  have  forced  the  plaintiff  to  take  a  step.  By 
the  notice  you  only  tell  him  something. 

Park,  J. — You  ought  to  apply  to  him  for  security.  How 
far  have  the  pleadings  gone  ? 

J.  Bayley, — The  defendant  did  not  state  that,  nor  was 
it  for  him  to  do  so.  That  was  clearly  stated  in  a  case  of 
Jones  V.  Jones f  referred  to  in  Tidd's  New  Practice  (a). 

Park,  J. — It  may  be  that  the  action  has  proceeded  too 
far. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  P.  270. 
VOL.  Vf.  U  U  D.  P.  C. 
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A  larety  for  the 
payment  of  in 
annuity  by  a 
party,  ii  not 
released  from 
his  liability  by 
the  grjntor  of 
the  annuity 
becoming  insol- 
vent, ar.d  being 
di>charged 
under  the  sta- 
tute 7  Geo.  4, 
c.  57,  and  to  an 
action  of  tret- 
pass  for  seiiing 
and  taking  the 
plaintiff 'i 
goods,  the  de- 
fendant having 
pleaded  a  ju«ti« 
fication  under 
a  writ  of  11.  fiu 
issued  upon  a 
judgment  en- 
tered up  on  a 
warrant  of  at- 
torney given  by 
the  plaintiff 
jointly  with  the 
grantor,  for  the 
payment  of  the 
annuity,  a  re- 
plication alleg- 
ing the  grantor 
to  have  been 
discharged 
under  the  In- 
solvent Debtors' 
Act,  and  that 
thereby  "  the 

• 

plaintiff  was 
discharged  from 
his  liability  to 
the  defend- 
ants" :— /ftfW, 
bad  on  demur- 
rer. 


HocxEN  V.  Brown  and  Anothen 

JL  HIS  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  seising  and  taking  the 
goods  of  the  plaintiff,  under  colour  of  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.  The 
defendant  pleaded  in  the  usual  form,  justifying  the  seisare 
under  the  writ^  which  had  been  issued  on  a  judgment  against 
the  plaintiff  and  one  C.  V.  G.  The  plaintiff  replied,  stating 
an  indenture,  dated  the  IGth  of  February,  1831,  made  be* 
tween  C.  V.  G.,  of  the  first  part ;  the  defendants,  of  the  se* 
cond  part ;  and  one  W.  E.,  the  trustee  of  the  defendants, 
of  the  third  part,  by  which  an  annuity  of  185/.  waa  granted 
by  the  said  C.  V.  G.  to  the  defendants,  to  be  paid  during  the 
lives  of  the  defendants,  the  payment  of  which  was  se- 
cured by  a  joint  and  several  warrant  of  attorney,  executed 
by  the  said  C.  V.  G.  and  the  plaintiff  as  his  surety,  and  it 
was  alleged  that  judgment  was  entered  up  on  the  said  war- 
rant of  attorney  on  the  25th  of  February,  1835,  which  it 
was  agreed  should  be  considered  as  a  collateral  security 
for  the  due  payment  of  the  annuity,  and  that  on  that  judg- 
ment the  fi.  fa.  in  the  plea  mentioned  was  sued  out  That 
subsequently  a  certain  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of 
33/.,  being  the  amount  of  a  quarterly  payment  upon  the 
annuity,  became  due  and  payable  to  the  defendants,  to 
wit,  on  the  14th  of  June,  1836,  for  the  payment  of  which 
sum  the  plaintiff  was  liable  as  surety.  But  that  before 
the  said  sum  of  33/.  so  as  aforesaid  became  due  and 
payable,  to  wit,  on  the  26th  of  September,  1835,  the 
said  C.  V.  G.  waa  a  prisoner  for  debt,  confined  in  the 
Fleet  prison,  at  the  suit  of  one  Richardson  and  others,  and 
that  he  applied  by  petition  to  the  Court  for  the  Relief  of 
Insolvent  Debtors  to  be  discharged,  and  that  on  the  said 
petition  coming  on  to  be  heard  and  examined  by  the  said 
Court  he  was  discharged,  and  was  held  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  the  act,  and  that  by  the  force  of  the  said  dis- 
charge the  plaintiff  was  released  from  his  liability  to  the 


EASTER  TERM,  I  VICT.  'CSS 

payment  of  the  money  to  the  defendants  in  respect  of  the        1938. 
said  annuity.    Demurrer,  that  although  the  plaintiflP  bad 
admitted  the  execution  of  a  warrant  of  attorney,  yet  be 
had  in  no  way  by  his  replication  avoided  the  effect  of  the 
said  warrant 
Joinder. 

CAcmnellf  in  'support  of  the  demurrer.  The  effect  of 
the  replication  was,  that  the  plaintifF,  being  the  surety 
and  liable  on  the  judgment  jointly  entered  up  against 
him  and  the  grantor  of  the  annuity,  was  discharged,  be- 
cause the  grantor  was  released  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
Act.  It  was  submitted,  however,  that  this  proposition 
could  not  be  maintained,  and  although,  where  a  party  by 
his  own  act  released  one  of  two  judgment  debtors  or  prin* 
cipals,  that  act  would  have  the  effect  of  discharging  the 
other  judgment  debtor  or  the  surety,  yet  that  rule  would 
not  apply  where  the  party  was  a  joint  contractor,  and  the 
principal  was  discharged  under  an  act  of  Parliament, 
unless  the  statute  distinctly  pointed  out  that  he  also  should 
be  discharged.  No  such  provision  was  contained  in  the 
Insolvent  Debtors*  Act  (7  Geo.  4,  c.  57).  Cowley  v. 
ButseU  (a)  was  a  case  where  it  was  held  that,  although 
the  grantor  of  an  annuity,  when  discharged  under  the 
Insolvent  Act  (51  Geo.  3,  c  125),  was  discharged  both  as 
to  his  person  and  property  from  all  future  payments  of 
the  annuity,  yet  his  surety  or  specific  securities  were  not 
discharged  by  the  act,  and  the  judgment  of  Mansfield^  C.  J. 
was  decisive.  Page  v.  Bussell  {b)  was  to  the  same  effect, 
and  decided  also  that  the  grantor  of  the  annuity  was  liable 
over  to  the  surety.    Powell  v.  Eason  (e)  was  also  in  point. 

Hoggins,   in  support  of   the   replication.      The   real 
question  was  the  liability  of  the  surety,  and  tliis  was  the 

(a)  4  Taon.  460.  {b)  3  M.  &  Sel.  551.  (c)  8  Bing.  23. 

uuS 
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HocxEN  V.  Brown  and  Another. 

A  larety  for  the  JL  HIS  WES  an  actton  of  trespass  for  seising  and  taking  tb^ 
annuity  by  a  goods  of  the  plaintiff,  Under  colour  of  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.  The 
reiea^ied  rrom  defendant  pleaded  in  the  usual  form  Justifying  the  seisare 
his  liabihty  by  under  the  Writ,  which  had  been  issued  on  a  judgment  against 
the  annuity  the  plaintiff  and  one  C.  V.  G.  The  plaintiff  replied^  stating 
vent,  and  being  an  indenture,  dated  the  IGth  of  February,  1831,  made  be- 

und«  Te^^.ta-  ^^'®®"  ^'  ^'  ^'»  ^^  ^^^  *^^'  P^^'  5  the  defendants,  of  the  ae- 
tute  7  Geo.  4,     gond  part ;  and  one  W.  E.,  the  trustee  of  the  defendants, 

c.  57,  and  to  an  '^ 

action  of  tret-  of  the  third  part,  by  which  an  annuity  of  lS5/«  was  granted 
and  taking' he  ^7  the  said  C.V.  O.  to  the  defendants,  to  be  paid  during  the 
Koodt  fha  da-  '^^®^  ^^  ^^®  defendants,  the  payment  of  which  was  te- 
fendant  having  cured  by  a  joint  and  several  warrant  of  attorney,  executed 
fication  undar  by  the  said  C.  V.  G.  and  the  plaintiff  as  his  surety,  and  it 
iMued  upon  a"  ^*®  alleged  that  judgment  was  entered  up  on  the  said  war- 
judgment  en-  rant  of  attorney  on  the  25th  of  February,  1835,  which  it 

tered  up  on  a  , 

warrant  of  at-  was  agreed  should  be  considered  as  a  collateral  security 
the^piaintlff*  ^  f^^  the  due  payment  of  the  annuity,  and  that  on  that  judg« 
jointly  with  the    ^gn^  the  fi.  fa.  in  the  plea  mentioned  was  sued  out.  That 

grantor,  for  the  *^ 

payment  of  the    subsequently  a  certain  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of 

annuity,  a  re-       ^oi      i     •  i  /»  i  i_ 

plication  aiieg-  33/.,  being  the  amount  of  a  quarterly  payment  upon  toe 
toVa*lc  be*en°'  annuity,  became  due  and  payable  to  the  defendants,  to 
diicharged         ^rjf    qu  the  14th  of  June,  1836,  for  the  payment  of  which 

under  the  In-  '  '  mt   ^ 

solvent  Debtors'  sum  the  plaintiff  was  liable  as  surety.  But  that  before 
thereby  •*  the      the  Said   sum  of  33/.  80  as  aforesaid  became  due  and 

diichaf  rd"rom  P^Y^''''®'  ^^  w>'»  ^^  **^®  ^^^^  ^^  September,  1835,  the 
his  liability  to  said  C.  V.  G.  waa  a  prisoner  for  debt,  confined  in  the 
ants'*  i^HeU,    Fleet  prison,  at  the  suit  of  one  Richardson  and  others,  and 

that  he  applied  by  petition  to  the  Court  for  the  Relief  of 
Insolvent  Debtors  to  be  discharged,  and  that  on  the  said 
petition  coming  on  to  be  heard  and  examined  by  the  said 
Court  he  was  discharged,  and  was  held  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  the  act,  and  that  by  the  force  of  the  said  dis- 
charge the  plaintiff  was  released  from  his  liability  to  the 


bad  oo  demur- 
rer. 
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payment  of  the  money  to  the  defendants  in  respect  of  the        -1838. 
said  annuity.    Demurrer,  that  although  the  plaintiflP  had 
admitted  the  execution  of  a  warrant  of  attorney,  yet  be 
had  in  no  way  by  his  replication  avoided  the  effect  of  the 
said  warrant 
Joinder. 

ChcmneUf  in  'support  of  the  demurrer.  The  effect  of 
the  replication  was,  that  the  plaintifF,  being  the  surety 
and  liable  on  the  judgment  jointly  entered  up  against 
him  and  the  grantor  of  the  annuity,  was  discharged,  be- 
cause the  grantor  was  released  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
Act.  It  was  submitted,  however,  that  this  proposition 
could  not  be  maintained,  and  although,  where  a  party  by 
his  own  act  released  one  of  two  judgment  debtors  or  prin* 
eipak,  that  act  would  have  the  effect  of  discharging  the 
other  judgment  debtor  or  the  surety,  yet  that  rule  would 
not  apply  where  the  party  was  a  joint  contractor,  and  the 
principal  was  discharged  under  an  act  of  Parliament, 
unless  the  statute  distinctly  pointed  out  that  he  also  should 
be  discharged.  No  such  provision  was  contained  in  the 
Insolvent  Debtors*  Act  (7  Geo.  4,  c.  57).  Cowley  v. 
But9eU  (a)  was  a  case  where  it  was  held  that,  although 
the  grantor  of  an  annuity,  when  discharged  under  the 
Insolvent  Act  (51  Geo.  3,  c  125),  was  discharged  both  as 
to  his  person  and  property  from  all  future  payments  of 
the  annuity,  yet  his  surety  or  specific  securities  were  not 
discharged  by  the  act,  ami  the  judgment  of  Mansfield^  C.  J. 
was  decisive.  Page  v.  Bussell  (fit)  was  to  the  same  effect, 
and  decided  also  that  the  grantor  of  the  annuity  washable 
over  to  the  surety.    Powell  v.  Eaeon  (e)  was  also  in  point. 

Hoggins,   in  support  of  the   replication.     The   real 
question  was  the  liability  of  the  surety,  ami  tliis  was  the 

(a)  4  Tkon.  460.  {b)  3  M.  &  Sel.  551.  (c)  8  Bing.  23. 
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first  case  of  a  surety  for  an  annuity  since  the  act  of 
7  Geo.  4y  c.  57.  The  cases  which  had  been  cited  did  not 
apply ;  and  it  could  never  have  been  intended  by  the  legis- 
lature to  render  the  principal  liable  over  to  the  surety, 
because  if  it  were  so,  it  would  deprive  him  of  the  benefit 
intended  to  be  conferred  upon  him  by  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment. The  51st  section  of  the  act  provided  for  the  dis- 
charge of  the  debtor  from  all  liability  in  respect  of  an 
annuity ;  and  it  must  have  been  intended  that  the  surety 
also  should  be  discharged.  It  might  have  been  different 
if  the  plaintiff  were  a  party  to  the  annuity  deed ;  but  he 
only  executed  the  warrant  of  attorney  as  the  surety.  The 
object  of  the  act  was  to  discharge  the  grantor  at  all  events; 
and  it  roust  be  presumed  that  it  was  intended  that  the  sta- 
tute should  have  another  clause^  by  which  the  surety  also 
should  be  directed  to  be  discharged.  The  words  of  the 
51st  section  were  imperative,  that  the  annuity  creditor 
should  prove  for  the  whole  value  of  the  annuity,  and  the 
principle  was,  that  the  surety  also  should  be  discharged. ' 


C/iantiellf  in  reply,  was  stopped. 


TiNDAL,  C.  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  this  case  may  be 
decided  by  reference  to  the  concluding  words  of  the  5Ist 
section  of  the  act.  That  section  authorizes  the  creditor 
on  an  annuity  deed  to  establish  his  claim  for  the  present 
value  of  the  annuity,  but  it  does  not  appear  on  this  record 
that  he  has  so  done,  and  his  reason  for  omitting  to  do  so 
will  not  be  a  question  here.  The  clause  expressly  pro- 
vide?, after  it  hns  authorized  the  annuity  creditor  so  to 
proceed  for  the  value  of  his  claim,  *'  and  such  creditor  or 
creditors  shall  he  entitled,  in  respect  of  such  value,  to  the 
benefit  of  all  provisions  made  for  creditors  by  this  act, 
without  prejudice  nevertheless  to  the  respective  securities 
of  such  creditor  or  creditors,  excepting  as  respects  such 
prisoner's  discharge  under  this  act."  Now,  how  does  the 
present  plaintiff  stand  ?  The  principal  having  granted  an  an- 
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nuity^  the  plaintiff  gives  as  a  security  his  own  warrant  of  at*  1838. 
torney,  and  this  clause  expressly  excepts  from  its  provisions 
''the  respective  securities  of  such  creditors^  excepting  as 
respects  such  prisoner's  discharge/*  It  appears  to  me^thcny 
that  this  case  comes  within  this  exception ;  and  the  grantees 
have  a  right  to  go  to  the  full  extent  against  any  securities 
they  may  hold.  The  only  security  held  here  is  the  warrant 
of  attorney  given  by  the  plaintiffi  and  the  only  question 
is,  whether  it  comes  within  this  last  exception.  It  seems 
to  mei  that  the  exception  is  limited  only  to  preventing  the 
party  from  taking  any  step  which  shall  prevent  the  pri- 
soner's discharge  under  this  act.  But  the  party  here  haa 
been  already  discharged.  Then  it  is  said  that  the  surety 
may  bring  his  action  against  the  original  graiitor  of  the 
annuity.  It  may  be  so;  but  we  cannot  supply  the  ma* 
cbinery  which  the  legislature  has  not  given. 

ParKi  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  the  case  of 
Freeman  v.  Burgess  (a),  the  Court  refused  to  liberate  on 
motion  a  discharged  insolvent,  who  had  been  arrested  by 
his  surety  for  the  arrears  of  an  annuity  accruing  subse- 
quently to  the  insolvent's  discharge,  and  paid  by  the 
surety.  That  may  not  be  precisely  similar  to  this  case ; 
but  the  Court  then  went  very  fully  into  the  grounds  of 
their  decision.  If  the  statute  now  under  consideration 
was  intended  to  bear  the  meaning  sought  to  be  put  upon 
ity  it  is  most  singular  that  it  was  not  rendered  quite  clear, 
which  might  have  been  done  by  the  introduction  of  two 
or  three  words.  BesideSi  if  the  plaintiff's  argument  were 
right,  the  creditor  would  be  deprived  of  the  very  advan- 
tage which  he  intended  to  secure,  in  procuring  a  person 
to  become  surety  for  the  principal. 

BosANQUETi  J. — ^The  annuity  creditor  here  has  acquired 
by  the  act  of  the  plaintiff,  a  distinct  right  to  sue  him  for 

(a;  4BiDg.416. 
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lBd8.  the  annuity,  in  case  it  should  fail  by  reason  of  non-pay- 
ment by  the  grantor,  and  it  appears  to  me  that  nothing 
but  the  most  express  words  in  the  act  can  deprive  him  of 
that  right  which  he  has  acquired.  The  annuity  creditor 
has  done  nothing  himself  to  release  the  demand^  and  we 
have  only  to  put  a  construction  upon  the  act  of  the 
legislature.  It  is  observable,  that  the  very  year  before 
this  act  was  passed,  there  was  another  statute  came 
into  operation  (6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,)  relating  to  bankrupts, 
in  which  specific  provisions  were  contained,  in  reference 
to  the  surety,  for  it  is  provided  {a),  that  if  the  surety 
shall  pay  the  amount  of  the  valuation  he  shall  be  dis- 
charged, but  if  not,  he  shall  be  liable  to  the  annuity 
creditor.  Then,  the  very  year  after,  follows  this  act,  in 
which  there  is  no  provision  as  to  the  discharge  of  the 
surety,  but  there  is  an  enactment,  that  the  annuity  credi* 
tor  shall  be  admissible  to  prove  the  value  of  the  annuity 
under  the  act.  We  may  take  those  provisions,  therefore, 
to  have  been  purposely  omitted.  The  question  as  to  the 
right  of  the  surety  against  the  insolvent  does  not  arise 
here. 

CoLTMAN,  J. — If  we  might  speculate  upon  this  act  of 
Parliament,  I  think  there  are  some  grounds  for  supposing 
that  the  framers  of  its  provisions  intended  to  go  further 
than  they  have  done ;  but  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  do  so, 
but  must  consider  the  act  as  it  stands.  I  am  not  in- 
sensible to  the  weight  of  Mr.  Hoggins's  argument,  that  by 
a  circuitous  mode,  the  benefit  which,  it  appears,  is  in- 
tended to  be  conferred  on  the  insolvent,  may  be  in  some 
degree  impaired,  if  not  lost;  but  at  the  same  time  there 
would  be  considerable  inconvenience  if  we  were  to  con- 
strue this  statute  in  any  other  way  than  that  which  has 
been  adopted,  because  it  is  impossible  to  conceive  that  it 

(a)  Sect.  55. 
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wu  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  to  pUee  the  surety  16d8. 
of  an  insolvent  in  a  position  so  much  better  than  that  in 
which  it  bad  already  placed  the  surety  of  a  bankrupt 
The  argument  here  is^  howevefi  that  it  was  intended  to 
discharge  the  surety,  without  his  paying  any  thing,  but 
one  would  not  come  to  that  decision,  unless  the  absolute 
words  of  the  act  rendered  such  a  conclusion  necessary. 
It  seems  to  me,  that  the  most  rational  construction  to  be 
put  upon  the  enactment  is,  that  it  leaves  the  case  of  the 
surety  untouched,  and  as  it  stood  at  common  law. 

Judgment  for  the  defS^ndants. 


Martin  p.  Siiith. 

JL  HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  and  the  declaration  in  m  action  of 
contained  counts  for  money  had  and  received,  and  on  an  monqThadYnd 
account  stated ;   the  defendant  pleaded  non  assumpsit  I'^^f^ll^^ti^^J^' 
The  cause  was  tried  before  Coliman,  J.,  and  a  verdict  ih«  defendant 
was  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  with  20/.  damages,  leave  plea  of  the 
being  reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  non-  |we*hl^*videnc« 

gUl(,  that  the  money 

wai  received  in 
respect  of  an 

Humfrey  accordingly  on  a  former  day  obtained  a  ^•s*i''W- 
rule  nisi.  It  appeared  that  Mr.  O.  had  entered  into  an 
arrangement,  by  which  he  agreed  to  trot  his  horse  against 
the  horse  of  another  individual,  Mr.  T.,  for  1000/.,  along 
the  road  for  a  given  distance.  The  former  completed 
the  amount  of  his  stakes,  by  selling  them  in  one  pound 
shares,  and  of  these  the  defendant  purchased  fii^y,  and 
afterwards  sold  twenty  of  them  to  the  plaintiff.  The  horse 
belonging  to  Mr.  O.  having  been  successful  in  the  race, 
the  defendant  received  the  whole  amount  due  upon  the 
fifty  shares,  and  it  was  proved  that  he  had  previously  pro- 
mised to  pay  the  plaintiff  so  soon  as  he  had  received  the 
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1838.        capias  was  issued  in  the  month  of  Marchi  and  the  defen- 

Mayuew      ^^"^  ^^^  arrested  and  a  copy  served  on  him  in  pursuance 

V*  of  the  directions  of  the  statute,  in  which,  howcTer.  by  a 

HOADLEY.  -  . 

mistake  of  the  clerk,  be  was  directed  to  put  in  bail  **  in 
the  Exchequer  of  Pleas/  instead  of  in  this  Court.  The 
writ  was  tested  in  this  Court,  and  the  action  was  in  this 
Court,  and  it  was  submitted  that,  as  no  bail  bad  been  put 
in,  in  this  Court,  and  as  the  defendant  must  have  been 
aware  that  it  was  an  error  in  the  copy  of  the  writ  to  re- 
quire bail  in  the  Exchequer  of  Pleas,  this  rule  must  be 
granted. 

Park,  J. — I  doubt  very  much  whether  it  is  a  demand 
of  bail.     I  do  not  see  that  it  will  do. 

Rule  refused. 


Newton  and  Wipe  v.  Harlan d  and  Others. 

A  plaintiff  who  rT.  H.  WATSON  moved  for  a  rule,  calling  on  the  de- 

totheSrrincc  fendant   to  shew  cause  why  the  venue  in  this  action 

thecomm«Dce-i  should  not  be  brought  back  to  the  county  of  Middlesex, 

ment  of  an  ,                    ,                                 , 

action,  cannot  where  it  had  been  originally  laid,  but  from  which  county 

iege\n orderto  ^^  ''*^  been  removed  by  the  defendants  to  York.     The 

procure  the  action  was  Commenced  in  Easter  Term,  1837,  and  the 

venue  in  the  '              ' 

action  to  be  ground  on  which  this  motion  was  made  was  that  of  the 

from  York  to  privilege  of  Mr.  Newton,  who  was  a  barrister,  and  was 

The*mivilege  "^^  pursulng  the  practice  of  the  law.     It  was  submitted 

cannot  be  ^j^^t  the  privilcfi^e  of  a  barrister  was  equal  to  that  of  an 

granted  to  a  .                                                                         . 

person  joined  attorney,  but  in  the  present  case  there  was  a  difficulty,  in 

the  action,  whe-  Mr.  Ncwton  not  having  been  called  to  the  bar  until  after 

Srintiffifor*  ^'^®  Commencement  of  the  action.    The  principle  on  which 

defendants.  the  privilege  was  granted,  however,  being,  that  the  clients 

of  the  privileged  person  should  not  suffer  by  his  absence ; 

this  was  immaterial. 
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TiNDAL,  C.  J.— The  plaintiff  has  no  right,  by  his  volun-  1838. 

tary  act,  in  being  called  to  the  bar,  to  inflict  an  incon-  newtoh 
venience  on  the  defendant.  «• 


H^aiiAifD. 


W.  H,  Watson  said,  that  there  was  also  another  diffl- 
oolty,  in  Mr*  Newton  being  joined  with  his  wife  in  the 
action.  The  moving  party  in  the  suit,  however,  was  the 
husband,  and  it  was  his  attention  which  was  peculiarly 
expected  to  be  paid  to  the  case.  If  the  reason  of  the 
principle  besides,  were  good,  that  the  presence  of  the 
privileged  person  was  required  in  Westminster  Hall,  for 
the  benefit  of  his  clients,  it  would  apply  to  this  case  as 
well  as  any  other. 

TiVDAL,  C  J. — I  cannot  help  saying,  that  as  far  as  the 
clients  of  the  plaintiff  are  concerned,  but  little  injury  will 
be  done,  for  the  Courts  in  Westminster  Hall  and  the 
Courts  at  York  do  not  sit  at  the  same  time. 

W.  H.  Watson. — In  Tidd*s  Practice  (a)  there  were  some 
cases  cited  on  the  point,  but  they  were  all  cases  of  de- 
fendants who  claimed  the  privilege,  and  the  reason  why 
husband  and  wife  could  not  then  be  joined,  was  that  the 
attachment  of  privilege  was  in  existence.  The  attach- 
ment did  not,  however,  now  exist,  and  the  case  it  was 
submitted  was  altered. 

Tin  DAL,  C.  J. — It  seems  to  me  that  the  case  stands  on 
the  same  ground,  whether  the  party  claiming  privilege  is 
defendant  or  plaintiff;  if  a  person  is  joined  with  his  wife 
as  defendant  he  cannot  enjoy  the  privilege,  and  the  same 
rule  must  apply  here. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  Ninth  edit,  p.  80. 
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A  defendant 
having  been  ar- 
retted in  hit 
way  lo  Court  to 
deliver  himself 
up  into  the 
hands  of  the 
Court  of 
Queen's  Bench 
to  receive  Judg- 
ment on  a  con* 
viction  for  con* 
spiracy,  the 
Court  will  only 
grant  a  rule 
nisi  for  his  di»- 
charge  on  hia 
own  affidavit. 

The  facts 
being  subse* 
quently  ad- 
mitted by  the 
plaintiff,  the 
defendant  will 
be  discharged 
as  to  that  case, 
but  if  any 
detainers  are 
lodged  against 
him,  he  will 
not  be  dis- 
charged as  to 
them  unless 
notice  of  the 
motion  has 
been  given  to 
the  parties  con- 
cerned. 


Sharplin  r.  Hunter. 

R.  V.  RICHARDS  moved  for  a  rule  for  the  discbarge  of 
the  defendant  out  of  the  custody  of  the  sheriff*  of  Mid- 
dlesex,  in  this  action.  It  was  sworn  by  the  defendant, 
that  he  had  been  indicted  for  a  conspiracy  with  some  other 
persons,  and  was  convicted,  and  a  rule  was  obtained  for 
judgment  against  him,  or  in  the  alternative  for  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial,  and  he  was  proceeding  in  a  coach  to  de- 
liver himself  up  into  the  hands  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  having  reason  to  believe  that  as  the  rule  was  in 
the  paper,  it  would  come  on  for  discussion  on  that  day, 
when  he  was  arrested  in  the  present  action  by  W.  Thomp- 
son, an  officer  of  the  sheriff,  and  by  him  conveyed  to  a 
lock-up-house  in  Chancery-lane,  where  he  was  still  de- 
tained. It  was  submitted  that  the  rule  should  be  absolute 
in  the  first  instance. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — The  statement  is  made  by  the  prisoner 
himself,  and  we  cannot  discharge  him  without  some  for* 
ther  inquiry.     You  can  only  have  a  rule  to  shew  cause. 

On  a  subsequent  day. 

Legh  appeared  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  action,  but  no 
one  appeared  for  the  sheriff*.  The  facts  stated  by  the 
defendant  were  not  disputed. 


R.  V.  Richards  submitted  that  the  rule  must  be  abso- 
lute as  to  all  detainers  lodged  subsequently  to  the  defend- 
ant*s  arrest.  The  first  imprisonment  was  illegal,  and  any 
continuation  of  it  would  be  illegal  aUo. 


TiNDAL,  C.  J. — Suppose  a  person  innocently  detained 
him,  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  that  detainer  is 
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illegal    The  sheriff  will  not  let  him  go  from  any  detainers         18dS. 
there  may  be.    He  will  discharge  him  from  this  case ;  but     sharplik 
if  there  are  any  other  persons  who  have  lodged  detainers  »• 

against  him,  and  whose  interests  are  therefore  concerned, 
at  all  events  he  cannot  be  discharged  as  to  them,  unless 
you  have  given  them  notice. 

Rule  accordingly. 


Huntley  v.  Bulwer  and  Others. 

c/.  BAYLEY  moved  for  a  rule^  calling  on  the  plaintiff  Thr«e days' 
or  his  attorney  to  shew  cause  why  all  proceedings  in  this  puintiff'tattor- 
action  should  not  be  stayed  until  the  plaintiff  had  given  {|*J*jJ"J"^"°' 
security  for  costs.     It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  re-  the  Court  that 

,,    ,        _.„     .  .     T^  ,  1       n^       1  the  plaintiff  give 

Sided  at  Billericay,  m  Essex,  up  to  the  month  of  October,  Mcurity  for 
1886,  and  that  he  had  then  gone  to  St.  Omer,  in  France,  equwi*en°to 
in  insolvent  circumstances.     Three  days*  notice  of  the  de-  deinand  and  re- 

"^  fusal*  and  the 

fendants*  intention  to  make  the  present  motion  had  been  Court  wiU  not 
served  on  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  and  it  was  submitted  ^a  such  a 
that  this  was  equivalent  to  a  demand  of  the  security  re-  ^^^^ 
quired  and  a  refusal  to  give  it. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — You  have  not  demanded  the  security, 
and  it  may  have  forced  the  plaintiff  to  take  a  step.  By 
the  notice  you  only  tell  him  something. 

Park,  J. — You  ought  to  apply  to  him  for  security.  How 
far  have  the  pleadings  gone  ? 

«/.  Bayley. — The  defendant  did  not  state  that,  nor  was 
it  for  him  to  do  so.  That  was  clearly  stated  in  a  case  of 
Jones  V.  Jones t  referred  to  in  Tidd's  New  Practice  (a). 

Park,  J. — It  may  be  that  the  action  has  proceeded  too 
far. 

Rule  refused* 

(fl)  P.  270. 

VOL.  VI.  U  U  D.  p.  C. 
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HocxEN  9.  Brown  and  Another, 

A  surety  for  the  JL  HIS  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  seising  and  taking  the 

annuity  by  a  goods  of  the  plaintiff,  Under  colour  of  a  writ  of  fl.  fa*    The 

reieMed  from  defendant  pleaded  in  the  usual  form  Justifying  the  aeisore 

his  liability  by  under  thc  writy  which  had  been  issued  on  a  judgment  against 

the  annuity  the  plaintiff  and  one  C.  V.  G.   The  plaintiff  replied,  stating 

vent/and  being  an  indenture,  dated  the  IGth  of  February,  1831,  made  be- 

under  tfe'^sta-  ^^'®®"  ^*  ^-  ^'^  ^^  ^^®  ^^^^  P^^'  5  the  defendants,  of  the  se- 
tute  7  Geo.  4,     ^ond  part :  and  one  W.  E.,  the  trustee  of  the  defendants, 

c.  57,  and  to  an  '^     , 

action  of  tres-  of  the  third  part,  by  which  an  annuity  of  185/.  was  granted 
and  taking'ihif  ^7  ^he  Said  C. V.  O.  to  the  defendants,  to  be  paid  during  the 
good"s  fhe  df-  ^'^^®  ^^  ^^®  defendants,  the  payment  of  which  was  te- 
fendant  having  curcd  by  a  joint  and  several  warrant  of  attorney,  executed 
fication  under  by  the  Said  C.  V.  O.  and  the  plaintiff  as  his  surety,  and  it 
iMued  upon  a  ^^^  alleged  that  judgment  was  entered  up  on  the  said  war- 
judgment  en-  rant  of  attorney  on  the  25th  of  February,  1885,  which  it 

tered  up  on  a  " 

warrant  of  at-  was  agreed  should  be  considered  as  a  collateral  security 
the^piaintiff^  ^  ^^^  ^^^  duc  payment  of  the  annuity,  and  that  on  that  judg- 
joiniiy  with  the    ^,^0^  the  fi.  fa.  in  the  plea  mentioned  was  sued  out.  That 

grantor,  for  the  ^ 

payment  of  the  subsequently  a  certain  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of 

plication  aiieg-  SSLy  being  the  amount  of  a  quarterly  payment  upon  the 

toVa^le  been°'^  annuity,  became  due  and  payable  to  the  defendants,  to 

discharged  ^rjf    qu  the  14th  of  June,  1836,  for  the  payment  of  which 

under  the  In-  ^  '  mt   ^ 

solvent  Debtors'  sum  the  plaintiff  was  liable  as  surety.     But  that  before 

thereby  •<  the     ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^  3^^*  ^^  ^^  aforesaid  bccame  due  and 

disihar^rd^roin  P^y*'''®'  ^^  ^'^^  0"  ^^^  ^^'^  ^^  September,  1835,  the 
his  liability  to     said  C.  V.  G.  was  a  prisoner  for  debt,  confined  in  the 

ants"  i-^Heid,    Fleet  prison,  at  the  suit  of  one  Richardson  and  others,  and 

that  he  applied  by  petition  to  the  Court  for  the  Relief  of 

Insolvent  Debtors  to  be  discharged,  and  that  on  the  said 

petition  coming  on  to  be  heard  and  examined  by  the  said 

Court  he  was  discharged,  and  was  held  entitled  to  the 

benefit  of  the  act,  and  that  by  the  force  of  the  said  die* 

charge  the  plaintiff  was  released  from  his  liability  to  the 


bad  on  demur- 
rer. 
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payment  of  the  money  to  the  defendants  in  respect  of  the        1838. 
said  annuity.    Demurrer,  that  although  the  plaintiflP  had 
admitted  the  execution  of  a  warrant  of  attorney,  yet  he 
had  in  no  way  by  his  replication  avoided  the  effect  of  the 
said  warrant. 
Joinder. 

ChcnmeUt  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  effect  of 
the  replication  was,  that  the  plaintifF,  being  the  surety 
and  liable  on  the  judgment  jointly  entered  up  against 
him  and  the  grantor  of  the  annuity,  was  discharged,  be- 
cause the  grantor  was  released  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
Act.  It  was  submitted,  however,  that  this  proposition 
could  not  be  maintained,  snd  although,  where  a  party  by 
his  own  act  released  one  of  two  judgment  debtors  or  prin- 
cipals,  that  act  would  have  the  effect  of  discharging  the 
other  judgment  debtor  or  the  surety,  yet  that  rule  would 
not  apply  where  the  party  was  a  joint  contractor,  and  the 
principal  was  discharged  under  an  act  of  Parliament, 
unless  the  statute  distinctly  pointed  out  that  he  also  should 
be  discharged.  No  such  provision  was  contained  in  the 
Insolvent  Debtors'  Act  (7  Geo.  4,  c.  57).  Cowley  v. 
Bussell  (a)  was  a  case  where  it  was  held  that,  although 
the  grantor  of  an  annuity,  when  discharged  under  the 
Insolvent  Act  (51  Geo.  3,  c  125),  was  discharged  both  as 
to  his  person  and  property  from  all  future  payments  of 
the  annuity,  yet  his  surety  or  specific  securities  were  not 
discharged  by  the  act,  and  the  judgment  of  Mansfield,  C.  J. 
was  decisive.  Page  v.  Bussell  (b)  was  to  the  same  effect, 
and  decided  also  that  the  grantor  uf  the  annuity  was  liable 
over  to  the  surety.    Powell  v.  Eason  (c)  was  also  in  point. 

Hoggins,   in  support  of  the   replication.     The   real 
question  was  the  liability  of  the  surety,  ami  this  was  the 

(a)  4  Taon.  460.  {b)  2  M.  &  Sel.  651.  (c)  8  Biog.  23. 

V\J  2 
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1838.  first  case  of  a  surety  for  an  annuity  since  tlie  act  of 
7  Geo.  4y  c.  57.  The  cases  which  had  been  cited  did  not 
apply ;  and  it  could  never  iiave  been  intended  by  the  I^is- 
lature  to  render  the  principal  liable  over  to  the  surety« 
because  if  it  were  so,  it  would  deprive  him  of  the  benefit 
intended  to  be  conferred  upon  him  by  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment* The  51st  section  of  the  act  provided  for  tbe  dis- 
charge of  the  debtor  from  all  liability  in  respect  of  an 
annuity ;  and  it  must  have  been  intended  that  the  surety 
also  should  be  discharged.  It  might  have  been  different 
if  the  plaintiff*  were  a  party  to  the  annuity  deed ;  but  he 
only  executed  the  warrant  of  attorney  as  the  surety.  The 
object  of  the  act  was  to  discharge  the  grantor  at  all  events; 
and  it  must  be  presumed  that  it  was  intended  that  the  sta« 
tute  should  have  another  clause^  by  which  the  surety  also 
should  be  directed  to  be  discharged.  The  words  of  tbe 
51st  section  were  imperative,  that  the  annuity  creditor 
should  prove  for  the  whole  value  of  the  annuity,  and  the 
principle  was,  that  the  surety  also  should  be  discharged*' 

C/tannell,  in  reply,  was  stopped. 

Tin  DAL,  C.  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  this  case  may  be 
decided  by  reference  to  the  concluding  words  of  the  5Ist 
section  of  the  act.  That  section  authorizes  the  creditor 
on  an  annuity  deed  to  establish  his  claim  for  the  present 
value  of  the  annuity,  but  it  does  not  appear  on  this  record 
that  he  has  so  done,  and  his  reason  for  omitting  to  do  so 
will  not  he  a  question  here.  The  clause  expressly  pro- 
vides, after  it  has  authorized  the  annuity  creditor  so  to 
proceed  for  the  value  of  his  claim,  '*  and  such  creditor  or 
creditors  shall  he  entitled,  in  respect  of  such  value,  to  the 
benefit  of  all  provisions  made  for  creditors  by  this  act, 
without  prejudice  nevertheless  to  the  respective  securities 
of  such  creditor  or  creditors,  excepting  as  respects  such 
prisoner's  discharge  under  this  act."  Now,  how  does  the 
present  plaintiff*stan(1  ?  The.  principal  having  granted  an  an* 
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nuity,  the  plaintiff  gives  as  a  security  his  own  warrant  of  at* 
torneyi  and  this  clause  expressly  excepts  from  its  provisions 
''the  respective  securities  of  such  creditors,  excepting  as 
respects  such  prisoner's  discharge.**  It  appears  to  me,  then, 
that  this  case  comes  within  this  exception ;  and  the  grantees 
have  a  right  to  go  to  the  full  extent  against  any  securities 
they  may  hohl.  The  only  security  held  here  is  the  warrant 
of  attorney  given  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  only  question 
is,  whether  it  comes  within  this  last  exception.  It  seems 
to  me,  that  the  exception  is  limited  only  to  preventing  the 
party  from  taking  any  step  which  sliall  prevent  the  pri- 
soner's discharge  under  this  act.  But  the  party  here  has 
been  already  discharged.  Then  it  is  said  that  the  surety 
may  bring  his  action  against  the  original  grantor  of  the 
annuity.  It  may  be  so;  but  we  cannot  supply  the  ma* 
cbinery  which  the  legislature  has  not  given. 

Park,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  the  case  of 
Freeman  v.  Burgess  (a),  the  Court  refused  to  liberate  on 
motion  a  discharged  insolvent,  who  had  been  arrested  by 
his  surety  for  the  arrears  of  an  annuity  accruing  subse- 
quently to  the  insolvent's  discharge,  and  paid  by  the 
surety.  That  may  not  be  precisely  similar  to  this  case ; 
but  the  Court  then  went  very  fully  into  the  grounds  of 
their  decision.  If  the  statute  now  under  consideration 
was  intended  to  bear  the  meaning  sought  to  be  put  upon 
it,  it  is  most  singular  that  it  was  not  rendered  quite  clear, 
which  might  have  been  done  by  the  introduction  of  two 
or  three  words.  Besides,  if  the  plaintiff's  argument  were 
right,  the  creditor  would  be  deprived  of  the  very  advan- 
tage which  he  intended  to  secure,  in  procuring  a  person 
to  become  surety  for  the  principal. 

BosANQUET,  J. — The  annuity  creditor  here  has  acquired 
by  the  act  of  the  plaintiff,  a  distinct  right  to  sue  him  for 

{a)  Al^xnpAXQ. 
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1838.  the  annuity,  in  case  it  should  fail  by  reason  of  non-pay- 
ment by  the  grantor,  and  it  appears  to  me  that  nothing 
but  the  most  express  words  in  the  act  can  deprive  him  of 
that  right  which  he  has  acquired.  The  annuity  creditor 
has  done  nothing  himself  to  release  the  demand,  and  we 
have  only  to  put  a  construction  upon  the  act  of  the 
legislature.  It  is  observable,  that  the  very  year  before 
this  act  was  passed,  there  was  another  statute  came 
into  operation  (6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,)  relating  to  bankrupts, 
in  which  specific  provisions  were  contained,  in  reference 
to  the  surety,  for  it  is  provided  (a),  that  if  the  surety 
shall  pay  the  amount  of  the  valuation  he  shall  be  dis- 
charged,  but  if  not,  he  shall  be  liable  to  the  annuity 
creditor.  Then,  the  very  year  after,  follows  this  act,  in 
which  there  is  no  provision  as  to  the  discharge  of  the 
surety,  but  there  is  an  enactment,  that  the  annuity  credi- 
tor shall  be  admissible  to  prove  the  value  of  the  annuity 
under  the  act.  We  may  take  those  provisions,  therefore, 
to  have  been  purposely  omitted.  The  question  as  to  the 
right  of  the  surety  against  the  insolvent  does  not  arise 
here. 

CoLTMAN,  J. — If  we  might  speculate  upon  this  act  of 
Parliament,  I  think  there  are  some  grounds  for  supposing 
that  the  framers  of  its  provisions  intended  to  go  further 
than  they  have  done ;  but  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  do  so, 
but  must  consider  the  act  as  it  stands.  I  am  not  in- 
sensible to  the  weight  of  Mr.  Hoggins's  argument,  that  by 
a  circuitous  mode,  the  benefit  which,  it  appears,  is  in- 
tended to  be  conferred  on  the  insolvent,  may  be  in  some 
degree  impaired,  if  not  lost;  but  at  the  same  time  there 
would  be  considerable  inconvenience  if  we  were  to  con- 
strue this  statute  in  any  other  way  than  that  which  has 
been  adopted,  because  it  is  impossible  to  conceive  that  it 

(a)  Sect.  65. 
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was  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  to  place  the  surety  1SS8. 
of  an  insolvent  in  a  position  so  much  better  than  that  in 
which  it  had  already  placed  the  surety  of  a  bankrupt 
The  argument  here  is,  however,  that  it  was  intended  to 
discharge  the  surety,  without  his  paying  any  thing,  but 
one  would  not  come  to  that  decision,  unless  the  absolute 
words  of  the  act  rendered  such  a  conclusion  necessary. 
It  seems  to  me,  that  the  most  rational  construction  to  be 
put  upon  the  enactment  is,  that  it  leaves  the  case  of  the 
surety  untouched,  and  as  it  stood  at  common  law. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 


Martin  r.  Siiith. 

JL  HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  and  the  declaration  in  an  action  of 

contained  counts  for  money  had  and  received,  and  on  an  mon^^ha/and 

account  stated;   the  defendant  pleaded  non  assumpsit.  JJaf^J^/jJ. '****** 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Coliman^  J.,  and  a  verdict  ^he  defendant 

was  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  with  ^0/.  damages,  leave  pieaofthe 

being  reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  non-  |w7iS^*"dcice 

guit.  that  the  money 

was  received  in 
respect  of  an 

Humfrey  accordingly  on  a  former  day  obtained  a  ^Uesai'^w- 
rule  nisi.  It  appeared  that  Mr.  O.  had  entered  into  an 
arrangement,  by  which  he  agreed  to  trot  his  horse  against 
the  horse  of  another  individual,  Mr.  T.,  for  1000/.,  along 
the  road  for  a  given  distance.  The  former  completed 
the  amount  of  his  stakes,  by  selling  them  in  one  pound 
shares,  and  of  these  the  defendant  purchased  fifty,  and 
afterwards  sold  twenty  of  them  to  the  plaintiff.  The  horse 
belonging  to  Mr.  O.  having  been  successful  in  the  race, 
the  defendant  received  the  whole  amount  due  upon  the 
fifty  shares,  and  it  was  proved  that  he  had  previously  pro- 
mised to  pay  the  plaintiff  so  soon  as  he  had  received  the 
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1838.  money.  He  never,  however^  paid,  and  the  present  action 
was  in  consequence  brought.  It  was  contended  at  the 
trial,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the  wager  was  an 
illegal  one,  and  that  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  recover; 
but  it  was  submitted  contra,  that,  as  the  receipt  of  the 
money  by  the  defendant  had  been  proved,  this  action  waB 
maintainable;  and  that  the  objection  of  the  defendant 
could  not  be  successful  in  its  present  form,  for  that  since 
the  new  rules  it  should  have  been  pleaded  specially. 

Martin  now  shewed  cause,  and  admitted  that  the  wager 
must  be  considered  to  be  illegal,  Whaley  v.  Pajot{a). 
This  action,  however,  was  independent  of  the  race,  and 
was  founded  on  the  receipt  of  the  money  by  the  defend- 
ant In  Tenant  v.  Elliott  (&),  it  was  held,  that  one  party 
having  received  money  to  the  use  of  another,  on  an  illegal 
contract  between  the  latter  and  a  third  person,  be  should 
not  be  permitted  to  set  off  the  illegality  of  the  contract 
as  a  defence  to  an  action  for  money  had  and  received. 
Farmer  v.  Russell  (c),  was  also  in  point.  Unless  the 
plaintiff  in  this  action  should  succeed,  the  defendant 
might  set  every  one  else  at  defiance  and  keep  the  money, 
for  Mr.  O.  could  never  recover  it  from  him.  Vaughan  v. 
Whitcomb  (c/),  was  also  cited.  But  the  defence  ought  to 
have  been  specially  pleaded.  Non  assumpsit  put  in  issue 
matters  of  fact  only,  and  all  matters  in  confession  and 
avoidance  must  be  pleaded  specially.  R.  G.  H.  T.  4W.4,  (e). 
Here,  the  fact  was  the  receipt  of  the  money,  and  that  was 
distinctly  proved. 

Humfrey  in  support  of  the  rule. — By  non  assumpsit 
the  defendant  put  in  issue  those  **  facts  from  wbirh  a  pro- 
mise could  be  implied  by  law."     The  plea  here  wns  not 

(o)  2  B.  &  P.  61.  {d)  2  N.  R.  413. 

(6)  1  Bos.  &  P.  3.  (f)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  322. 

(c)  Id.  296. 
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one  of  confession  and  avoidance  at  all,  but  it  put  in  issue,  1838. 
as  a  matter'of  denial,  those  facts  which  in  law  would  be 
an  answer  to  the  case.  He  denied  that  the  money  was  by 
law  received  to  the  plaintifTs  use,  and  if  he  had  put  on 
record  a  special  plea,  it  might  have  been  demurred  to,  as 
amounting  to  the  general  issue,  SoUy  v.  NeUh  (a).  Sup- 
posing an  action  to  have  been  brought  by  a  plaintiff,  a 
married  woman,  for  money  received  to  her  use,  it  could 
never  be  contended  that  it  was  necessary  to  plead  the 
marriage  of  the  plaintiff;  the  denial  of  a  contract  was  a 
denial  of  it  in  law.     He  referred  to  Foils  v.  Sparrow  (Jb). 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — On  the  first  point,  whether  money  had 
and  received  is  maintainable  in  this  case,  we  are  clearly 
of  opinion,  that  as  the  plaintiff  cannot  make  out  his  case 
without  unravelling  the  whole  transaction,  and  going  into 
proof  of  the  contract,  the  illegality  of  the  contract  would 
furnish  an  answer  to  it  in  this  form.  As  to  the  second 
objection,  that  this  defence  should  have  been  specially 
pleaded,  I  incline  to  the  opinion  that,  on  the  best  construc- 
tion to  be  put  on  these  new  rules,  the  objection  becomes 
a  question  of  illegality  of  consideration,  and  should  have 
been  specially  pleaded.  The  general  rule  is  laid  down  in 
the  first  part  of  the  rule  referred  to,  that  **  the  plea  of 
non  assumpsit  shall  operate  only  as  a  denial  in  fact  of  the 
express  contract  or  promise  alleged,  or  of  the  matters  of 
fact  from  which  the  contract  or  promise  alleged  may  be 
implied  by  law."  Then  the  broad  distinction  on  this  ge- 
neral rule  is  between  actions  of  assumpsit,  brought  on 
express  contracts,  and  those  brought  on  contracts  only 
implied  by  law.  Non  assumpsit  in  the  first  case  would 
put  in  issue  the  fact  of  the  contract,  while  in  the  second 
ease  it  would  put  in  issue  many  matters  of  fact  and  of  law, 
and  when  you  look  at  the  examples  which  are  given  by 

(a)  Ante,  Vol  4,  p.  2M8.  {b)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  630. 
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1888.        way  of  explanation  to  the  rule,  after  dealing  with  the  first 
cases  of  express  contracts,  they  come  to  those  of  implied 
contract^  and  it  is  said,  ''  In  an  action  of  indebitatus  as**. 
sumpsit  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  i  the  plea  of  non 
assumpsit  will  operate  as  a  denial  of  the  sale  and  deliyery 
in  point  of  fact."   Now,  let  us  pause  there  for  a  little^  and 
suppose  a  case  of  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered, 
where  a  plea  of  the  general  issue  was  on  the  record,  and 
it  was  proved  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  active  in  delivering 
the  goods,  for  the  purpose  of  their  being  smuggled ;  it 
can  hardly  be  said  that  the  defendant  could  avail  himsdf 
of  such  a  defence,  if  he  had  not  brought  it  to  the  mind 
of  the  party  by  pleading  it.    Then,  let  us  go  a  little  fur- 
ther ;    ''  In  the  like  action  for  money  had  and  received^  it 
will  operate  as  a  denial,  both  of  the  receipt  of  the  money, 
and  the  existence  of  those  facts  which  make  such  receipt 
by  the  defendant  a  receipt  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiff.'*    It 
is  no  where  said  that  it  will  have  a  double  efiect,  and  all 
that  it  says  is,  that  it  will  operate  as  a  *'  denial  both  of  the 
receipt  of  the  money,  and  the  existence  of  those  facts 
which  make  such  receipt  by  the  defendant  a  receipt  to  the 
use  of  the  plaintiff.'*   Then  we  must  couple  this  with  what 
appears  in  the  third  rule.    First,  the  rule  says  how  much 
non  assumpsit  puts  in  issue  ;  and  then  we  come  to  the  third 
rule,  which  provides  that  "  in  every  species  of  assumpsit^ 
all  matters  in  confession  and  avoidance,  including  not  only 
those  by  way  of  discharge,  but  those  which  shew  the 
transaction  to  be  either  void  or  voidable  in  point  of  law,  on 
the  ground  of  fraud  or  otherwise,  shall  be  specially  pleaded : 
ex.  gr.,  infancy,  coverture,  release,  payment,  performance^ 
illegality  of  consideration,  either  by  statute  or  common 
law,"  &c.  Now,  here  the  defence  is,  that  the  money  sought 
to  be  recovered  was  received  as  the  result  of  an  illegal 
wager  on  a  horse  race.    I  think,  therefore,  that  this  is  a 
matter  of  defence  implying  illegality  upon  a  statute,  and 
that  it  should  have  been  pleaded.    The  case  which  has 
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been  well  put  in  argumenti  is  one  which  is  distinct  from        1888. 
this. 

Park,  J.,— Concurred. 

B08ANQUBT5  J.— I  am  of  opinion,  that  ad? antage  cannot 
be  taken  of  the  defence  here  set  up,  under  the  plea  of 
non  assumpsit.  The  substance  of  the  defence  is,  that 
the  contract  is  void  in  law,  and  that  the  money  therefore 
was  not  received  to  the  plaintiff's  use.  The  rules  with 
respect  to  pleading  in  actions  of  assumpsit  have  been  so 
clearly  stated  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  that  I  need  not 
say  much  on  them.  In  the  first  instance,  however,  I  may 
say,  that  it  was  the  great  object  of  all  these  rules,  that 
where  the  plaintiff  came  down  to  trial,  he  should  know 
well  what  he  had  to  meet,  and  therefore  the  defence  in* 
tended  to  be  set  up  against  him  ought  to  appear  on  the 
face  of  the  record.  Now,  this  object  of  the  rule  applies 
here,  because  the  facts  proved  are  primfi  facie  suflBcient 
to  raise  a  presumption  in  law,  that  the  money  was  received 
to  the  use  of  the  plaintiff.  But  then  it  is  said,  that  there 
are  certain  statutes  which  make  the  transaction  illegal, 
and  therefore  that  no  presumption  in  law  can  be  enter- 
tained that  the  defendant  was  to  pay  the  money  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  there  is  no  consideration  for  paying 
over  the  money.  That  want  of  consideration,  howeter, 
I  think  must  be  pleaded. 

CoLTMAN,  J. — When  this  case  was  before  me  at  the 
trial,  looking  at  the  first  rule,  it  appeared  to  me  to  furnish 
some  ground  for  the  argument  of  Mr.  Humfrey.  On 
contrasting  that  rule  with  the  third  rule,  however,  I 
thought  that  the  two  must  be  taken  together,  and  I  ad- 
here to  that  opinion. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Newton  and  Wife  r.  Harland  and  Others. 
iQ  an  action  for   NeWTON  moved  for  a  rule,  calling  on  the  defendanU 

an  illegal  »  o 

seizure  and  sale  to  shew  cause  why  they  should  not  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  the 
goods  under  a  .  sum  of  35/L  deducted  by  the  Master,  as  the  defendants' 
ireitfXe^dwia-  ^osts,  from  the  amount  paid  on  the  taxation  of  the  plain- 
ration  conuined  tiffs'  costs  in  the  action.    The  cause  was  tried  at  the 

nine  countSj 

two  of  which  York  Assizes,  before  Parke,  B.,  in  July,  1837,  and  there 
whole  value  of  ^^  &  general  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  damages  45/.  It 
^l^f"^^»      was  an  action  for  the  illegal  seizure  and  sale  of  the  plain* 

while  the  re-  ®  *^ 

mainder  went  tiffs'  goods,  Under  a  distress  for  rent,  and  the  declaration 

the  goods  and  Contained  nine  counts,  on  each  of  which  there  were  dis- 

dMiUnrwith  ^'"^^  issues  raised,  the  defondants  pleading  the  general 

them.    A  ver-  issue  to  the  whole  of  the  declaration,  and  several  special 

diet  being 

entered  for  the  pleas.  The  verdict  was  entered  generally  for  the  plain^* 
Srst"two  counts,  tiff*8  by  the  associate,  but  before  the  parties  proceeded 
and  for  the  de-    ^^  ^^^  ^j^^  ^03(3  the  defendants  took  out  a  summons  be- 

fendants  on  the  ' 

mt:-^Heid,  fore  Parke f  B.,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  improperly  en* 
fendanu  might  tered,  and  an  order  was  then  made,  directing  a  verdict  to  be 
of^those^ounts  entered  for  the  plaintiffs,  on  seven  of  the  issues,  leaving  the 
against  the  costs  damai^es  as  they  were  on  the  other  two  issues,  which  went 

of  the  issues  <y  ^  ^  ^ 

found  for  the  to  the  whole  value  of  the  property,  the  other  issues  being 
^    '^    '*  on  the  injuring  and  illegally  dealing  with  the  property, 

which  became  immaterial,  when  the  plaintiffs  recovered  for 
the  whole  value.  The  Master,  on  taxing  the  costs,  set 
off*  the  costs  on  the  issues  found  for  the  defendants  against 
those  of  the  plaintiffs.  It  was  submitted,  however,  that 
this  was  an  erroneous  view  of  the  law  and  of  the  case. 
The  counts  which  were  found  for  the  plaintiffs  went  to 
the  whole  value  of  the  property,  and  the  issues,  on  which 
the  verdict  was  entered  for  the  defendants,  were  immaterial 
to  the  general  subject-matter  of  the  action.  It  was  clear  that 
the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  costs  on  those  issues  en- 
tered for  the  defendants ;  but  it  was  equally  clear  that  the 
defendants  were  not  entitled  to  set  off*  the  costs  on  those 
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issues  found  for  them^  against  those  which  the  plaintiffs         1838* 
had  a  right  to  claim  on  the  issues  on  which  they  had  ob-       ^ 
tained  a  verdict.    In  Goodbume  v.  Bowman  Id),  it  was  v. 

Hamlamh. 

held|  that  where  immaterial  issues  were  found  for  the  de- 
fendanty  and  judgment  was  afterwards  entered  for  the 
plaintiff,  non  obstante  veredicto,  neither  party  was  en- 
titled to  the  costs  of  the  immaterial  issues*  The  plaintiffs 
clearly  recovered  on  the  material  issuesi  for  the  verdict 
gave  them  the  whole  value  of  the  property  seized,  and 
they  were  necessarily  precluded  from  recovering  on  those 
counts  which  referred  only  to  the  injuring  and  dealing 
witli  the  property. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — I  do  not  see  that  you  bring  yourself 
within  the  rule  of  H.  T.  2  W.  4,  s.  71.  The  provisions 
of  that  rule  are,  that  *'  no  costs  shall  be  allowed  on  taxa- 
tion to  a  plaintiff,  on  any  counts  or  issues  upon  which  he 
has  not  succeeded ;  and  the  costs  of  all  issues  found  for 
the  defendant  shall  be  deducted  from  the  plaintiff's  costs." 

Newton. — That  rule  did  not  apply  to  cases  where  the 
issues  found  for  the  defendant  were  immaterial. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — It  is  very  hard  that  the  defendants 
should  be  brouglit  into  Court  on  eight  or  nine  counts, 
when  you  might  have  brought  your  action  in  a  shorter 
form,  and  therefore  the  hardship  is  not  on  you  alone.  In 
the  case  you  cite,  it  is  admitted  that  the  plaintiff  had  his 
right  of  action,  and  the  appUcation  was  made  within  the 
first  four  days  of  the  term  after  the  trial.  You  are  now 
too  late. 

Park,  J. — You  should  have  come  here  four  days  after 
11th  November,  when  Mr.  Baron  Parke  made  the  order. 

(a)  9  Bioj^.  667. 
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1898.  Newton. — No  mischief  had  arisen  until  after  the  costs 

were  taxed^  which  was  not  until  the  next  vacation.  Dur- 
ing the  whole  of  Hilary  Term  besides^  it  was  sworn  that 
the  plaintiff  was  confined  by  illness  at  Cheltenham,  which 
prevented  his  giving  proper  instructions  in  the  case. 

T1NDAL9  C.  J.-— I  think,  on  the  proper  construction^  to 
be  put  on  this  rule,  you  do  not  bring  yourself  within  it 
at  all.  It  is  intended,  that  where  the  plaintiff  puts  more 
counts  in  his  declaration  than  are  necessary,  he  should 
pay  the  costs  of  those  which  are  not  proved. 

Rule  refused* 
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TRINITY  TERM,  Ut  VICTORIA. 

XT  IS  ORDERED  that  in  future,  in  any  action  againat  an         1838* 
acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  or  the  maker  of  a  promis- 
sory note,  the  defendant  shall  be  at  liberty  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings on  payment  of  the  debt  and  costs  in  that  action 
only. 

DeNMAN.  J.  B.  BOSANQUBT. 

N.  C.  TiNDAL.  E.  H.  Aldbrson. 

Abingbr.  J.  Pattbson. 

J.  A.  Park.  J.  Gurney. 

J.  Littledali.  J.  Williams. 

J.  YaUOHAN.  J.  T.  CoLERIDOB. 

J.  Parrs.  T.  Coltman. 

Vf.  Bollamd. 


TRINITY  TERM,  lit  VICTORIA. 

^T  HERE  AS,  it  is  expedient  that  certain  of  the  rules 
and  regulations  made  in  Hilary  Term,  in  the  4th  year  of 
his  late  Majesty  King  William  the  Fourth,  pursuant  to  the 
statute  of  the  3rd  and  4th  William  4th,  c.  42,  s.  1,  should 
be  amended,  and  some  further  rules  and  regulations  made 
pursuant  to  the  same  statute  ; 

It  is  THEREFORE  ORDERED,  that,  from  and  after  the  first 
day  of  Michaelmas  Term  next  inclusive,  unless  parliament 
shall  in  the  mean  time  otherwise  enact,  the  following  rules 
and  regulations  made  pursuant  to  the  said  statute  shall  be 
in  force. 
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1838. 


Payment  of 

noDcyioto 

ooart. 


Form  ot 


Proceedings  by 
plaintiff  after 
payment  of 
money  into 
court. 


Ist.  It  is  ordereDi  that  the  17th  and  19th  of  the  Ge» 
neral  Rules  and  Regulations  made  pursuant  to  the  statute 
3rd  and  4th  William  4th,  c.  4&,b.I,  be  repealed ;  and  that 
in  the  place  thereof,  the  two  following  amended  rules  be 
substituted,  viz : — 

For  the  I7th  Rule. 

When  money  is  paid  into  Court,  such  payment  shall  be 
pleaded  in  all  cases,  and  as  near  as  may  be  in  the  following 
form  mutatis  mutandis. 

The  day  of  the 

defendant,  by  his  attorney,** 

A.  B.  J  (or  **  in  person,  &c.)  says,**  (or,  in  case  it  be 

pleaded  as  to  part  only  add  ''as  to  £  being  part  of 
the  sum  in  the  declaration  "  or  ''count  mentioned,**  or  "as 
to  the  residue  of  the  sum  of  £  )  that  the  plaintiff 
ought  not  further  to  maintain  his  action,  because  the  de* 
fendant  now  brings  into  Court  the  sum  of  £  ready  to 

be  paid  to  the  plaintiff.  And,  that  the  defendant  further 
says,  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  sustained  damages,*'  (or  in 
actions  of  debt,  "  that  he  never  was  indebted  to  the  plain* 
tiff,)  to  a  greater  amount  than  the  said  sum  &c.,  in  re- 
spect of  the  cause  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned/' 
(or,  "  in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea  mentioned,)  and 
this  he  is  ready  to  verify :  wherefore  he  prays  judgment,  if 
the  plaintiff  ought  further  to  maintain  his  action  thereof.** 

For  the  19/A  Rule. 

The  plaintiff,  after  delivery  of  a  plea  of  payment  of  mo- 
ney into  Court,  shall  be  at  liberty  to  reply  to  the  same  by 
accepting  the  sum  so  paid  into  Court  in  full  satisfaction 
and  discharge  of  the  cause  of  action  in  respect  of  which  it 
has  been  paid  in,  and  he  shall  be  at  liberty  in  that  case  to 
tax  his  costs  of  suit,  and  in  case  of  non-payment  thereof 
within  forty-eight  hours,  to  sign  judgment  for  his  costs  of 
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suit  so  taxed ;  or  the  plaintiff  may  replyi  ''  that  he  8U8«  1838. 
tained  damages  (or,  ^'  that  the  defendant  was  and  is  in* 
debted  to  him,"  as  the  case  may  be)  to  a  greater  amount 
than  the  said  sum  ;*'  and  in  the  event  of  an  issue  thereon 
being  found  for  the  defendant,  the  defendant  shall  be  en- 
titled to  judgment  and  his  costs  of  suit. 

It  18  oRDBREDi  That  in  every  case  in  which  a  defendant  Gtoend  Uiue 
shall  plead  the  general  issue,  intending  to  give  the  special  y  "  * 
matter  in  evidence  by  virtue  of  any  act  of  Parliament,  he 
shall  insert  in  the  margin  of  such  plea  the  words  '*  by  sta- 
tute," otherwise  such  plea  shall  be  taken  not  to  have  been 
pleaded  by  virtue  of  any  act  of  Parliament,  and  such  me- 
morandum shall  be  inserted  in  the  margin  of  the  issue,  and 
of  the  Nisi  Prius  record. 

In  any  case  in  which  the  plaintiff  (in  order  to  avoid  the  Payment  cre- 
ezpence  of  a  pica  of  payment)  shall  have  given  credit  in  cuUrof^lSand 
the  particulars  of  his  demand  for  any  sum  or  sums  of  mo-  ^^^  "®'  ^ 

pleaded. 

ney  therein  admitted  to  have  been  paid  to  the  plaintiff,  it 
shall  not  be  necessary  for  the  defendant  to  plead  the  pay- 
ment of  such  sum  or  sums  of  money. 

But  this  rule  is  not  to  apply  to  cases  where  the  plaintiff.  Rule  not  to 
after  stating  the  amount  of  his  demand,  states  that  he  seeks  of  baUmce.  ^ 
to  recover  a  certain  balance,  without  giving  credit  for  any 
particular  sum  or  sums. 

Payment  shall  not  in  any  case  be  allowed  to  be  given  in  Payment  in 
evidence  in  reduction  of  damages  or  debt ;  but  shall  be  "«ma^7of 
pleaded  in  bar.  ^f}*^  »^^  <«  ^^ 

*  allowed. 

DenMAN.  J.  B.  BOSANQUET. 

N.  C.  TiNDAL.        £.  H.  Alderson. 
Abinger.  J.  Patthson. 

J.  A.  Park.  J.  Gurney. 

J.  LiTTLEDALE.         J.  WlLIJAMS. 

J.  Vaughan.  J.  T.  Coleridge. 

J.  Parke.  T.  Coi.tman. 

W.  BOLLAND. 
VOL.  VL  XX  D.  P.  C. 
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COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER. 


TtxinitQ  'STmn, 


IN  THE  FIRST  YEAR  OF  THE  REIGN  OF  VTCTORIA. 


s 


1938. 


By  Indenturt 
certtin  Ixndi 
were  granted, 
ttrgained,  sold, 
ftc  toR.  H. 
and  the  defend- 
anr,  to  the  use 
and  intent  thai 
the  plaintiff 
should  recti va 
out  of  the  land 
a  clear  yearly 
rent  of  63/.,  and 
the  said  R.  H. 
and  the  defend- 
ant covenanted 
that  they  would 
well  and  truly 
pay  the  said 
rent  to  ihe 
plaintiff:^ 
Helfif  that  debt 
could  not  be 
maintained  for 
arrears  of  the 
annuity,  but 
that  covenant 
was  the  proper 
rtntdy* 


Randall  r.  Rigbt. 

^EBT. — The  declaration  stated  that  heretofore,  t<»  wit, 
on  tlie  I7th  of  October,  18.17,  in  and  by  a  certain  inden- 
ture then  made,  between  the  plaintiff  of  tlie  first  part» 
H.  Brookes  of  the  second  part,  and  R.  Holiis  and  tlie  de- 
fendant,  of  the  third  part  (profert),  certain  lands  and  pre- 
mises were  granted,  bargained,  sold,  aliened,  enfeo£E^d» 
and  confirmed  unto  the  said  R.  HoIIis  and  the  defendant 
their  heirs  and  assigns,  to  hold  the  same  unto  the  said 
R*  HoIIis  and  the  defendant,  and  their  heirs,  to  the  use,  in- 
tent, and  purpose  that  the  plaintiff,  his  heirs  and  assigns 
for  ever,  should  and  might,  out  of  the  said  land  and  the 
dwelling-houses,  and  other  buildings  erected  thereupon, 
with  the  appurtenances,  receive  and  take  one  clear  yearly 
rent  or  sum  of  6.i/.  of  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain^  to 
be  payable  half-yearly,  free  from  all  deductions  whatso- 
ever, and  to  the  further  uses,  intents,  and  purposes  in  the 
said  indenture  mentioned.  And  the  said  defendant  did 
by  the  said  indenture,  for  himself,  and  for  his  heirs,  exe- 
cutors, administrators,  and  assigns,  covenant,  promise,  and 
agree  with  and  to  the  plaintiff,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  that 
they,  the  said  R.  HoIIis  and  the  defendant,  their  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  or  some  or  one 
of  them,  should  or  would  for  ever  thereafter  well  and  truly 
pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  the  plaintiff,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  the  said  yearly  rent  of  63/.,  by  the  said  indenture 
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fimited  in  uae  to  kirn  and  tbem  on"  the  dayi  «nd  tme» 
thereinbefoM  afypointed  for  pnyment  thereof,  and  herein* 
before  mentioned ,  without  any  deduction  or  abatement 
whatsoever.  And  the  plaintiff  sakh,  diat  after  the  making 
of  the  said  indenture,  to  wit,  on  the  S5th  of  March,  1888« 
which  day  elapsed  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit, 
a  large  sum  of  the  yearly  sum  or  i^ent  aforesaid,  to  wit, 
81/.  lOr.,  became  due  to  the  plaintiff  aceordingto  the  said 
eorenant,  for  one  half  of  a  year  ending  on  the  daf  amd 
year  last  aforesaid,  and  then  last  elapsed.  And  the  plaiuf 
llff  further  eaitfa,  that  the  said  R.  HoUis  was  then,  and 
thence  to  the  commencement  of  this  snk,  alive.  Breach 
— that  neither  R.  Hollis  nor  the  defendant  paid  the  said 
sum,  but  tberein  made  default,  contrary  to  the  aaid  cove* 
nant,  whereby  an  action  hath  accrued  to  demand  the  sum 
ofSRlOs. 
General  demurrer  and  joinder. 

• 

Wighismm^  in  support  of  the  demunrer.-— The  ^uesticMi 
in  this  case  is,  whether  debt  wttll  lie  for  the  arjrears  of 
an  annuity  issuing  ont  ^  land.  iLell^  v^  Clutbe  {a)  •de^ 
cided  th»t  debt  could  not  be  maintained  during  the  life  of 
the  annuitant  for  the  arrears  of  an  annuity  for  4ile  issuing 
out  of  land,  notwithstanding  the  declaration  avoided  stat* 
ing  that  the  grantor  had  a  freehold  in  the  lands,  .and  alleged 
that  he  Koeived  the  rents  to  the  use  of  the  grantee.  Id 
that  <case  as  weH  as  llbe  present  'there  *was  a  oav<Hiant  by 
the  grantor  for  the  payment  of  the  annuity.  The  f>oint 
was  more  furUy  considered  in  Webbf.Jiggs{]b)\  there  it 
was  decided  that  debt  would  not  lie  at  common  law,  nor 
by  Stat.  8  Ann.  c.  14,  for  the. arrears  of  an  annuity  or  yearly 
rent  devised  payable  out  of  lands  to  A.  during  the  life  of 
B.,  to  whom  lihe  'lands  were  devised  for  life,  so  long  as  the 
estate  of  freehold  continued.    Here,  it  arises  by  grant,  and 

(a)  3  S.  &  B.  IdO.  (6)  4  M.  &  Sel.  113. 
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1838.        there  is  a  covenant  to  secure  its  payment.    The  same 

Rahdall      principle  will  apply  to  both  cases*    The  covenant  is  a 

*•  collateral  security,  but  the  annuity  issues  out  of  the  land : 

it  is  conceded  that  the  defendant  may  be  liable  upon  his 

covenant,  but  he  is  not  in  the  present  form  of  action. 

Cromptoiif  contra, — This  is  a  covenant  to  pay  a  sum  in 
gross,  in  which  case  debt  will  lie.  Ingledew  v.  Cripps  (a). 
[Parke,  B. — It  is  laid  down  that  debt  will  not  lie  upon  a 
conditional  covenant,  that  if  C.  do  not  pay  B.  10/.,  then  A. 
will  pay  it— Wentworth's  Office  of  Executors,  250.]  Webb 
^'Jiggi  arose  upon  a  devise,  and  the  Court  proceeded  upon 
the  ground  of  want  of  privity.  iParkct  B. — The  Court 
decided  that  case  upon  the  ground,  that  during  the  con* 
tinuance  of  the  freehold  an  action  would  not  lie ;  but  the 
only  remedy  was  a  real  remedy.]  It  is  not  contended  that 
debt  will  lie  where  there  is  a  mere  taking  of  the  profits, 
but  here  there  is  a  collateral  covenant  in  gross,  which 
would  not  go  with  the  land,  or  pass  with  the  debt  In 
Kelly  V.  ClubbCf  it  must  be  assumed  that  there  was  no  co- 
venant. This  case  resembles  Milnes  v.  Branch  {b) ;  there 
J.  B.,  being  seised  in  fee,  conveyed  to  defendant  and 
6.  J.,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  to  the  use  that  J.  B.,  his 
heirs  and  assigns  might  have  and  take  to  his  use,  a  rent 
certain  to  be  issuing  out  of  the  premises,  and  subject  to 
the  said  rent  to  the  use  of  defendant,  his  heirs  and  as- 
signs, and  defendant  covenanted  with  J.  B.,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  to  pay  to  him,  his  heirs  and  asssigns,  the  said 
rent,  and  to  build  within  one  year,  one  or  more  messuages 
on  the  premises,  for  better  securing  the  said  rent,  and 
J.  B.  within  one  year  demised  the  said  rent  to  the  plaintiffs 
for  one  thousand  years ;  and  it  was  held  that  covenant 
would  not  lie  for  the  plaintiffs,  for  non-payment  of  the 
rent,  or  for  not  building  the  messuages,  for  the  covenant 

(a)  2  Lord  Raym.  814.  (6)  5  M.  &  ScL  411. 
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was  personal  to  J.  B.  Cook  v.  Herle  (a)  shews  that  this 
covenant  could  not  be  transferred.  IParke,  B. — How  do 
you  distinguish  this  from  the  case  of  a  lease  with  a  cove* 
nant,  by  the  lessee,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  as- 
signs, to  pay  the  rent,  the  lessee  assigns,  and  the  assignee 
enters  and  is  accepted  as  tenant  by  the  lessor  ?  in  case  of 
non-payment  of  the  rent,  the  lessor  may  maintain  debt 
against  the  assignee,  but  can  only  bring  covenant  against 
the  lessee,  because  the  privity  of  estate  is  determined. 
Mills  V.  Auriol  (&).]  Those  are  questions  as  to  how  far 
debt  will  lie  upon  a  contract  arising  from  the  privity  of 
estate;  here,  the  covenant  in  its  inception  is  the  same  as  if 
it  were  between  A.  B.,  and  C.  D.  to  pay  a  certain  sum. 


1838. 


Wightman,  in  reply. — There  is  no  doubt  this  is  a  cove- 
nant in  gross ;  but  the  question  is,  whether  it  is  a  covenant 
collateral ;  because  if  so,  there  is  no  such  duty  between  the 
defendant  and  the  plaintiff  as  will  enable  the  latter  to 
maintain  debt.  Cook  v.  Herle  is  an  express  authority 
that  this  is  a  collateral  covenant.  The  primary  duty  is 
not  that  the  defendant  shall  pay  it ;  in  the  first  instance  it 
is  to  be  taken  out  of  the  land ;  if  it  be  not  paid  from  the 
land,  then  the  defendant  is  looked  to.  This  then  sounds 
in  damages,  and  covenant  is  the  only  remedy. 

Lord  Abingbr,  CB. — The  question  is,  whether  the 
defendant  is  liable  in  this  form  of  action.  It  is  an  action 
on  collateral  covenant,  by  which  the  defendant  and  an- 
other undertake  to  pay  an  annuity  secured  on  land.  The 
case  then  resembles  that  of  a  lessee  who  has  assigned  his 
lease ;  and  in  Mills  v.  Auriol,  the  effect  of  such  assign- 
ment was  considered.  There,  Wilson,  J.,  says :  "  An  ac- 
tion of  covenant  remains  after  the  estate  is  gone  ;  but  ge- 
nerally speaking,  when  the  land  is  gone,  the  action  of  debt 


(a)  2  Mod.  138.        (b)  I  H.  Blac.  433. 
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tiSB.  IS  $lso  gonCf  debt  being  maintainable  because  the  kmd  is 
debtor:  covenant  is  founded  on  a  pririty  edlaterat  to 
the  land."  Then  the  relation  of  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff  is  the  same  as  that  of  tho.orlgtnal  lessM  iojb^ 
kMSor,  in  the  cases  cited. 

pAtiiCEf  B.<— I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  No  doubt  this 
is  A  collateral  covenant  in  gro8s>  as  it  does  not  ran  with 
th6  land ;  it  is  also  collateral  in  the  sensejnsisted  upon  by 
Mr.  fVightman,  as  it  is  not  a  covenant  to  perform  any  duty 
accruing  from  the  defendant  to  the  ptafntiff,  but  to  pay 
an  annuity  secured  on  land.  The  cases  shew,  that  under 
such  circumstances  debt  cannot  be  maintained.  This 
case  ranges  itself  within  the  principle  of  Mills  v.  Auriol, 
which  has  been  referred  to,  and  covenant  is  the  only 
remedy. 

BottAKDj  and  AtiDf HsON,  B.s,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant 


AlRET  r.  F£ARNSID£S. 

Whtrttdecu-  Assumpsit.— The  first  count  stated,  that  the  de» 
bad  and  a  good  fcudant  made  his  promissory  note  in  writing,  and  thereby 
S'rX'lJuel!  promised  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  or  order,  13/.  for  value 
diet  for  the         received,  with  interest,  "  and  all  fines  according  to  rule." 

plaintiff,  the 

Court  will  not  There  was  also  a  count  on  an  account  stated.  A  verdict 
ment,  but  will     having  been  found  for  the  plaintiff — 

award  a  venire 
de  novo. 

rr.  H>  Watson  obtained  a  rule  to  arrest  the  judgment, 
on  the  ground  that  the  instrument  set  out  in  the  first 
count  was  not  a  promissory  note,  but  an  agreement,  and 
should  have  been  declared  upon  as  such. 
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Wighiman  shewed  cause. — The  words  *'  and  all  fines  1^38. 
according  to  rule/*  have  no  intelligible  meaning,  and  may 
be  rejected  as  surplusage.  It  would  be  impossible  to  de* 
cUre  upon  these  words,  as  upon  a  separate  contract*  This 
case  it  distinguishable  from  Smith  v.  Nightingale  {a)  ^ 
there,  the  defendant  promised  to  pay  60/.,  '*  and  also  such 
other  sum  as  by  reference  to  his  books  might  be  due^" 
and  as  the  latter  words  could  not  be  rejected,  since  the 
whole  constituted  one  entire  promise,  the  instrument  was 
too  indefinite  to  be  considered  as  a  promissory  note.  Here, 
the  addition  ia  insensible,  and  cannot  vitiste  the  note* 

Watson^  contra,  contended  that  the  instrument  was  a 
special  agreement,  and  could  not  be  declared  upon  with- 
out shewing  the  consideration* 

Parke,  B. — This  instrument  is  not  a  promissory  note. 
It  contains  a  promise  to  pay  a  specific  sum,  and  some- 
thing else.  It  seems  to  me,  that  tl)e  additional  words  are 
not  insensible,  they  import  that  something  further  is  to  be 
paid.  Probably  they  are  pecuniary  fines,  but  at  all  events 
they  are  something  plus  the  money  secured.  Then,  as 
these  words  cannot  be  rejected,  the  count  is  bad.  As, 
however,  there  is  a  good  count,  and  there  is  a  general 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff^,  be  is  entitled  to  claim  a  venire  de 
novo,  that  the  jury  may  assess  the  damages  separately. 


Rule  accordingly. 


(s)  8  Stark.  375. 
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1838. 

Hall  and  Others  r.  Rouse. 

By  an  order  of  X  HIS  cause  Came  on  for  trial  at  the  Liverpool  Summer 
Te^ct'wai^n.  Assizes,  1837,  when  the  parties  agreed  to  a  reference* 
^V^^  f?!  ^*lf,       and  an  order  of  Nisi  Prius  was  drawn  up,  by  which  it  waa 

plaintiff,  subject  r^     j 

to  the  award  of  ordered  that  the  jury  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaindiFs  by 
The  plaintiflb'  consent,  damages  1000/.,  costs  40^.,  subject  to  be  reduced 
iw?(S*odeHver  ^r  vacated,  and  instead  thereof  a  verdict  for  defendant, 
the  order  of  re-    or  a  nonsuit,  entered,  according  to  the  award  thereinafter 

ference  to  the  ,  i  .  i 

arbitrator  until  mentioned,  and  by  which  the  cause  and  all  matters  in  dif* 

for  maWng"the  fcrcncc  Were  referred  to  the  award  of  a  barrister,  so  as  he 

T'd^—w  w '  "**^®  *"^  published  his  award  in  writing^on  or  before  the 

that  it  was  irre-  1st  of  November  then  next,  and  with  power  to  enlarge 

cause  a  second  the  time  as  he  should  think  fit*    The  usual  stipuhitions 

grtting^ridof the  ^^^^  ^'*^  inserted.      The  plaintiffs*  attorney  neglected  to 

previous  verdict,  deliver  the  order  of  Nisi  Prius  to  the  arbitrator  until  after 

and  that  such 

irregularity  was  the  time  within  which  the  award  was  to  be  made  had  ex- 
?he  defendant      pircd.     The  parties  subsequently  met  before  the  arbitra- 

attendingan  ^q-  when  the  defendant  refused  to  proceed  with  the  re- 
order for  the  ex-         '  ■ 

aminationofthe  ference.  The  causc  was  in  consequence  again  set  down 
ness.  '      for  trial,  and  on  the  13th  of  November  the  plaintiffs'  at- 

torney obtained  an  order  to  examine  a  witness  who  was 
ill  upon  interrogatories,  pursuant  to  1  Will.  4,  c.  22,  a.  4. 
The  examiners  were  appointed  under  this  order,  and  the 
attorney  for  the  defendant  attended  the  examination,  and 
cross-examined  the  witness.  No  postea  was  entered  on 
the  record.  The  plaintiffs  afterwards  gave  notice  of  trial 
for  the  Spring  Assizes  at  Liverpool,  1838,  entered  the 
cause,  and  tried  it.  The  counsel  for  the  defendant  ob- 
jected to  the  trial  taking  place  ;  but  it  being  persisted  in« 
they  offered  no  defence  to  the  action,  conceiving  tiuifc  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant  or  a  nonsuit  would  be  unavail- 
ing, as  a  verdict  had  been  already  tciken  which  had  not 
been  in  any  way  vacated  or  set  aside.  A  second  verdict 
having  been  found  for  the  plaintiffs — 


■^ 
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Cresswettf  on  a  former  day,  obtained  a*ru1e  to  set  it  aside«        1838. 
and  for  a  new  trial. 

Hoggins  shewed  cause. — The  defendant  is  not  in  a 
situation  to  make  this  application,  since  if  there  has  been 
any  irregularity  he  has  consented  to  waive  it,  by  acqui- 
escing in  the  proceedings  which  have  been  taken.  By 
attending  the  order  for  the  examination  of  the  plaintiffs* 
witness,  and  by  cross-examining,  he  has  admitted  the  pro- 
priety of  the  cause  being  again  sent  down  for  trial.  That 
proceeding  could  only  have  been  with  a  view  to  another 
trial,  as  the  defendant  had  already  refused  to  proceed  with 
the  reference.  Harper  v.  Abrahams  (a),  and  Hall  v. 
Phillips  (6),  expressly  decided  that  where  a  verdict  is 
taken  with  damages  subject  to  the  award  of  an  arbitrator, 
if  the  arbitrator  omit  to  make  his  award  within  the  speci- 
fied time>  the  Court  will  send  the  cause  down  to  a  new 
trial.  [Parke,  B. — In  Harper  y.  Abrahams  the  arbitrator 
died ;  but  the  objection  arises  from  the  lapse  of  the  time 
for  making  the  award :  may  not  the  time  be  extended 
under  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  39  ?]  •  It  is  submitted  that 
the  statute  will  not  apply  to  a  mere  order  of  reference 
which  has  never  been  acted  upon. 

Cresswell  and  Henderson  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^A  ver- 
dict having  been  taken  subject  to  a  reference,  it  is  irregular 
to  take  the  cause  again  down  for  trial  until  that  verdict  has 
been  disposed  of.  In  Evans  v.  Davies  (c)  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  was  entered  by  consent,  subject  to  the  award  of 
an  arbitrator:  no  award  was  made  within  the  time  limited, 
and  the  time  was  further  enlarged  by  consent :  the  en- 
larged time  having  also  expired  without  an  award  being 
made,  the  plaintiff  gave  notice  of  trial,  and  proceeded  to 
the  trial  of  the  cause,  and  obtained  a  verdict.    A  Judge's 

(a)  4  Moore,  3.        (b)  9  Bmg.  89.        (c)  Ante.  Vol.  3,  p.  786. 
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19Sft  order  having  been  previously  obtained  for  altering  the 
record  with  a  distringas,  the  clerk  of  assize  at  the  trial 
erased  the  indorsement  of  the  previous  verdict,  and  en- 
tered the  new  verdict  in  the  usual  way.  The  Court  set 
aside  the  latter  verdict  for  irregularity.  The  fact  of  no 
judgment  having  been  entered  does  not  alter  the  case,  as 
there  could  be  no  entry  until  the  award  was  made.  Se- 
condly, there  has  been  no  waiver  of  the  irregularity.  The 
order  of  reference  has  not  become  a  nullity,  .since  it  was 
competent  for  either  party  to  apply  under  the  3  &  4  WilU  4, 
c.  42,  8.  S9,  for  an  enlargement  of  the  time,  and  to  pro* 
ceod  with  the  reference.  Potter  v.  Newman  (a).  Then,  the 
order  of  reference  being  in  force,  it  was  no  waiver  to 
attend  and  cross-examine  the  plaintiffs'  witness.  It  is  the 
constant  practice  to  order  a  commission  for  the  examina* 
tion  of  witnesses  while  a  new  trial  is  pending.  The  order 
in  this  case  is  made  prospectively,  and  it  is  to  be  assumed 
that  the  party  obtaining  it  will  do  all  that  is  necessary  to 
put  himself  in  a  proper  situation  to  enable  him  to  use  it 
at  a  subsequent  trial.  [Atderson,  B. — It  appears  from  the 
case  of  Bacon  v.  Cresv}ell{b),  that  an  application  should 
have  been  made  to  try  de  novo,  but  if  a  new  trial  is  to  be 
bad,  the  examination  must  be  considered  as  made  upon 
a  valid  order,  and  as  if,  in  fact,  the  former  verdict  had 
been  set  aside.] 

Parke,  B. — I  was  at  first  impressed  with  an  idea  that 
there  had  been  a  waiver  of  the  irregularity,  but  I  doubt 
whether  there  is  any  irregularity.  There  is  no  substantial 
difference,  whether  there  has  been  merely  an  entry  in 
the  book  of  the  associate,  or  an  entry  upon  the  record ; 
the  order  of  reference  is  an  admission  that  there  has  been 
a  verdict,  and  that  must  be  got  rid  of.  It  would  be  irre- 
gular to  suffer  the  former  verdict  to  remain,  unlesd  both 
parties  agreed  to  waive  it.     The  plaintiffs  hav6  shewn 

(a)  2  C.  M.  &  R.  742.  (6)  I  Hodgei»  189. 
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their  intention  so  to  do,  and  if  there  had  been  any  act  1838. 
done  by  the  defendant — not  merely  a  non  feasance — but  an 
act  necessarily  importing  that  a  second  trial  must  take  _  v. 
place,  I  sboold  have  been  of  opinion  that  the  rule  mirst 
hare  been  discharged.  I  was  at  first  struck  with  the  argu- 
ment of  Mr.  Hoggins^  who  contended  that  the  cross- 
examination  of  the  witness  was  such  an  act,  but  that  pro- 
ceeded upon  the  assumption  that  no  rnlid  order  could  be 
made  for  the  examination  of  a  witness  while  the  former 
verdict  remained.  But  I  see  nothing  to  prevent  the  Court 
from  making  a  prospective  order.  Tltere  are  no  words  of 
restriction  in  the  act  of  Parliament.  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  examination  of  the  witness  was  a  vahd  examination, 
although  the  former  verdict  stood  upon  the  record.  I  am 
of  opinion  that  there  was  no  waiver,  and  that  the  rule  must 
be  absolute. 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  was  irre- 
gular to  try  the  cause  again  after  a  verdict  had  been  taken 
at  Nisi  Prius.  If  the  arbitration  could  not  be  proceeded 
with,  it  was  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  apply  to  the 
Court  to  set  aside  the  verdict.  Bacon  v.  Creswell  is  an 
authority  for  that  position.  But  then  it  is  contended  that 
the  irregularity  has  been  waived.  Though  the  cross-ex- 
amination of  the  plaintiffs'  witness  by  the  defendant  is 
clearly  an  admission,  that  if  a  new  trial  is  to  take  place 
the  arbitration  is  to  be  at  an  end,  I  do  not  see  how  it  is 
a  waiver  of  the  former  verdict,  inasmuch  as  it  may  have 
been  done  upon  a  tacit  condition  that  the  party  should 
put  himself  in  a  situation  to  proceed  at  the  next  assizes. 
Though  an  action  is  still  pending,  an  order  for  the  exa- 
mination of  witnesses  may  be  made  upon  the  faith  that 
the  party  obtaining  it  will  put  himself  in  a  condition  to 
try  regularly.  For  these  reasons  I  think  the  second  trial 
irregular. 

GuRNXTi  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 
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CoMPTON  r.  Taylor. 

The  declaration  X  HE  plaintiff  declared  as  follows: — Joseph  ComptOD, 
J^f^?^*l'  the  plaiDtiff  in  this  suit,  by  William  Smith,  his  attorney, 
plained  of  the     complains  of  John  Taylor  beinc;  detained  at  the  suit  of 

defendant  being  ^  J  & 

deuined  &c  tn   the  Said  Joseph  Compton,  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of 

an  action  on         ry,  •  ,.  .  ii_i  i^i.» 

pronUset,  and  he  ourreyi  tn  an  action  on  promises^  and  he  demands  of  nun 
a^^al*^.^  the  sum  of  450Z.,  which  he  owes  to  and  unjustly  detains 
w)deh  he  owet  to  from  him.  For  that,  whereas  the  plaintiff  on  &c.  made 
detaintfrom  his  bill  of  excliange  in  writing,  and  directed  the  same  to 
two  counuw"re  ^''^  defendant,  and  thereby  required  the  defendant  to  pay 
upon  bUii  of       the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  30/.  four  months  after  the  date 

exchange,  and  *  ^  ^ 

suted  that  the  thereof,  which  period  has  now  elapsed ;  and  the  defendant 
mVed  the  plain-  ^^^^  accepted  the  said  bill,  and  promised  the  plaintiff 
tiff  to  pay  the     ^  p^^y  ^^  same  accordini?  to  the  tenor  and  effect  thereof. 

lame&c.:  there         ^   ^  °  ' 

were  also  inde-  but  the  defendant  did  not  pay  the  same  when  due ;  And 
debt,  and  the  whereas  the  plaintiff,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid, 
«  w11ercb7^r^^^  made  one  other  bill  of  exchange  in  writing,  and  directed 
action  hath  ac-    the  Same  to  the  defendant,  and  thereby  required  the  de- 

crued  to  the 

plaintiff  to  de-  fendant  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  20/.  four  months 
the"Mid"moniei   ^^^^^  ^'^®  ^^*®  thereof,  which  period  has  now  elapsed: 

respectively  &c.,  ^nd  the  defendant  then  accepted  the  said  bill,  and  pro- 
yet  the  defend-       ^  ^  ^  , 

ant  hath  not  paid  mised  the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  same  according  to  the  tenor 
that  the  first  two  ^^d  effect  thereof,  and  of  his  said  acceptance  thereof,  but 
counts  were  in     ^^ie  defendant  did  not  pay  the  same  when   due;  And 

whereas  the  defendant  on  &c.  was  indebted  to  the  plain- 
tiff in  ^00/.  for  the  price  and  value  of  goods  then  sold  and 
delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  at  his  request, 
and  in  100/.  for  interest  due  and  owing  from  the  defend- 
ant to  the  plaintiff,  for  the  forbearance  of  divers  large 
sums  of  money,  due  and  owing  from  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  by  the  plaintiff  for  a  long  space^of  time  for- 
borne to  the  defendant  at  his  request ;  and  in  100/.  for 
money  found  to  be  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff, 
on  an  account  then  stated  between  them,  which  said  seve- 
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ral  monies  were  to  be  respectively  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to         183S. 
the  defendant  on  request,  whereby  and  by  reason  of  the       ^  ^ 
non-payment  thereof  an  action  hath  accrued  to  the  plain'  «• 

tiff  to  demand  and  have  of  and  from  the  defendant  the 
said  several  monies  respectively,  amounting  to  the  sum  of 
450/.  above  demanded.  Yet  the  defendant  hath  not  paid 
the  said  sum  above  demanded,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the 
plaintiff's  damage  of  450/.,  and  thereupon  he  brings  his 
suit. 

Special  demurrer  and  joinder. 

The  cause  assigned  for  demurrer  (amongst  others)  was, 
that  there  is  a  misjoinder  of  action  in  the  declaration,  part 
of  the  declaration  being  in  an  action  on  promises,  and  the 
remainder  in  an  action  of  debt. 

Thomas,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.-  The  declaration 
sets  out  the  writ,  which  is  stated  to  be  sued  out  in  an 
action  on  promises,  then  follow  two  counts  in  assumpsit, 
and  others  in  debt.  [Parke,  B. — May  not  the  words  in 
the  writ,  **  on  promises,  and  he  demands  of  him  450/. 
which  he  owes  to  and  unjustly  detains  from  him,"  be 
rejected  as  surplusage?]  In  Dalton  v.  Smith  (a),  a  count 
stated,  that,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintifT,  at  the  spe- 
cial instance  and  request  of  the  defendant,  had  sold  and 
delivered  divers  goods,  &c.  of  him,  the  plaintiff,  to  the 
defendant,  he,  the  defendant,  undertook  and  faithfully 
promised  to  pay  him  so  much  as  the  said  goods,  &c.  were 
reasonably  worth,  when  he,  the  defendant,  should  be 
thereunto  afterwards  requested :  averment,  that  they  were 
reasonably  worth  SO/,  whereof  the  defendant  had  notice, 
whereby  an  action  hath  accrued  to  the  plaintiff,  to  have 
of  and  from  the  defendant  the  said  last  mentioned  sum  of 
money,  other  parcel  of  the  said  sum  of  100/.  above  de- 
manded ;  and  it  was  held  that  this  was  not  a  good  count 

(a)  2  Smith,  618'. 
VOL.  VI.  VY  D.  P.O. 
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IBdS.         in  debt.   So,  in  BriU  v.  Neale  (a),  it  was  held,  (hat  a  count, 
^1  statins  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  for  work 

COMPTON  ®  ^  ^  * 

V.  and  labour,  and  that  being  indebted,  be  undertook,  and 

promised  to  pay,  &c.,  whereby  an  action  had  accrued  to 
the  plaintiff,  was  not  a  good  count  in  debt,  and  could  not 
be  joined  in  the  declaration  with  counts  in  debt.  [Lord 
AbingeVf  C.  B. — In  those  cases  no  breach  was  alleged : 
how  is  it  the  less  a  debt  because  the  defendant  has  pro- 
mised to  pay  it  ?  The  first  two  counts  do  not  contain  the 
words,  "  for  value  received,"  without  which  they  are  not 
good  counts  in  debt]  [Alderson,  B. — The  form  given  by 
the  Judges  makes  no  distinction  between  debt  and  as- 
sumpsit :  the  first  two  counts  follow  that  form.] 

Peacock,  contra. — Cloves  v.  William  (6),  is  precisely  in 
point.  There,  the  count  stated,  that  the  defendant  ac- 
cepted a  bill,  and  promised  to  pay  the  amount,  whereby 
an  action  had  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  to  demand  the 
amount,  and  it  was  held  to  be  a  coimt  in  debt.  As  to  the 
omission  of  the  words  **  value  received,"  that  objection 
can  only  apply  to  the  first  two  counts:  the  demurrer, 
therefore,  is  too  large. 

Parke,  B. — Cloves  v.  Williams  decides  the  point.  I 
was  anxious  to  see  if  there  was  any  authority  for  what 
seems  so  inconsistent  with  common  sense.  It  is  true  that, 
in  the  old  form  of  debt  upon  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  word 
"  agreed"  is  used,  but  there  seems  to  me  no  substantial 
distinction  between  "  promised"  and  *'  agreed."  As  to  the 
other  objection,  that  can  only  apply  to  the  first  two  counts; 
therefore  the  demurrer  is  too  large. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  3  B.  &  Al.  208.  (b)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  869. 
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Thomas  v,  Jones. 

X  HIS  cause  came  on  for  trial  before  Williams,  J.,  at  the  A  motion  in 
last  Spring  Assizes  for  the  county  of  Carnarvon.     The  men*/ or  for*' 
jury  having  appeared,  the  defendant  challenged  the  array,  J"^8"»«n^  "o™ 
upon  the  ground  that  the  under-sheriff  who  had  summoned  dicto,  muit,  in 
the  jury  was  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff.     This  was  de«  made  within 
nied,  and  application  was  made  to  the  learned  judge  to  [i^^e of ^* iS^r * 
appoint  triers;   but  he  refused.     The  challenge  and  an-  term,  and  if  not, 

'^^  .  ,  ,  .  ,     within  the  first 

swer  were  put  upon  parchment  and  annexed  to  the  record,  four  days  of  the 
The  cause  was  tried,  and  a  verdict  found  for  the  plaintiff.    ;»;« •""^^^d*"^ 

Qiuere,  if  the 
_  .  I'll  ^^^^  section  of 

WeUby,  in  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule  to  arrest  the  i  Reg.  Oen. 
judgment.     He  cited  The  King  v.  Edmonds  {a).  iJpL'to'lL'; 

out  of  term. 

JerPis  shewed  cause,  and  objected  that  the  application 
was  too  late,  not  having  been  made  within  the  first  four 
days  of  the  term  after  the  trial :  Lane  v.  Crockett  (6), 
Weston  V.  Foster  (c).  Formerly,  there  seemed  to  be  con- 
flicting decisions  in  the  three  courts,  as  to  when  it  was 
necessary  to  move  in  arrest  of  judgment.  But  now  the 
practice  is  settled  by  the  65th  section  of  the  first  rule  of  Hil- 
lary Term,  2  Will.  4,  which  prescribes  that,  "  no  motion  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  or  for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto, 
shall  be  allowed  after  the  expiration  of  four  days  from  the 
time  of  trial,  if  there  are  so  many  days  in  term,  nor  in  any 
case  after  the  expiration  of  the  term,  provided  the  jury 
process  be  returnable  in  the  same  term.**  It  is  said,  that 
this  rule  applies  only  to  causes  tried  in  term.  Brook  v. 
Finch  (cQ,  but  it  is  submitted  that  it  is  applicable  to  all 
cases.  But  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  it  does 
not  apply  to  a  case  like  the  present^  then  the  old  practice 
must  be  resorted  to.     This  Court  has  always  followed  the 

(fl)  4  B.  &  Aid  471.  (c)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  701. 

(h)  7  Price,  566.  (d)  Ante,  p.  313. 
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1838.         practice  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  (which  required 

-.      ^^        the  motion  to  be  made  within  the  first  four  days  of  term), 

«•  and  not  of  the  King's  Bench.     Secondly,  The  application 

should  not  have  been  to  arrest  the  judgment,  but  for  a 

venire  de  novo :   JSrunskill  v.  Giles  (a).     Besides,  if  the 

defendant  meant  to  insist  upon  the  objection  he  should 

have  withdrawn ;    by  defending  the  case  he  has  waived 

his  right  to  complain  of  the  informality  in  summoning  the 

jury. 

Wehbifi  contra. — Under  the  old  practice  a  party  might 
move  in  arrest  of  judgment  at  any  time  before  judgment 
was  actually  signed.  [Alderson,  B. — If  the  new  rules 
do  not  apply,  this  is  a  casus  omissus,  and  we  must  fol- 
low the  old  practice.]  In  Manning's  Exchequer  Prac- 
tice, 353,  it  is  said  that  the  motion  may  be  made  at  any 
time  before  judgment,  and  Taylor  v.  Whitehead  (6),  and 
The  King  v.  Holt  (c),  are  cited  as  authorities.  ^Alder^ 
son,  B. —  The  reason  why  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
adopted  that  practice  was,  that  being  a  court  of  crimi- 
nal judicature  it  was  ready  to  interfere  at  any  time  be- 
fore punishment.  In  The  King  v.  Holt,  Grose,  J.,  says, 
*'  The  motion  for  a  new  trial  seems  to  have  been  made 
on  a  mis-application  of  the  rule  respecting  motions  in 
arrest  of  judgment.  But  what  passes  every  day  in  this 
Court  will  leave  the  subjects  of  this  country  in  no  difficulty 
on  this  point,  for  though  the  rule  be  settled  that  after  the 
first  four  days,  the  defendant  cannot  move  for  a  new  trial, 
yet  whenever  the  Court  have  seen  of  themselves,  or  on  the 
suggestion  of  counsel,  that  the  defendant  has  been  impro- 
perly convicted,  they  always  have  interposed  (and  I  take 
it  for  granted  always  will  interfere)  to  prevent  judgment 
being  passed  on  an  innocent  man.**]  But  secondly,  it  is 
said  that  the  application  should  have  been  for  a  venire  de 

(a)  2  M.  &  Scott,  44.  (b)  I  Doug.  745. 
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novOy  and  not  to  arrest  the  judgment.     If  so,  there  is  no        ISdS. 
rule  which  requires  an  application  for  a  venire  de  novo  to       thomas 

be  made  within  the  first  four  days  of  term.     The  King  v.  »• 

Jones. 

Edmonds  (a).  [Parke,  B. — It  would  seem  to  follow  the 
practice  on  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment.]  There  are  no 
express  authorities  on  the  subject. 

Parke«  B. — I  think  that  every  application  to  arrest  the 
judgment,  and  also  for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto, 
must  be  made  within  four  days  of  the  time  of  trial  if  in  term, 
and  if  not,  within  the  first  four  days  of  the  next  succeed- 
ing term.  The  object  of  the  new  rules  was  to  assimilate 
the  practice  in  all  the  Courts  in  cases,  where  it  had  pre- 
viously differed,  and  if  this  case  is  not  within  them  still 
the  application  is  too  late,  as  reference  must  then  be  had 
.to  the  old  practice  of  this  Court.  It  appears  that  formerly 
in  the  King's  Bench  the  motion  might  have  been  made  at 
any  time,  before  the  judgment  was  signed ;  but,  in  the 
Common  Pleas,  the  motion  must  have  been  made  within 
four  days  of  the  return  of  the  distringas,  or  habeas  cor- 
pora. It  appears  from  the  case  of  Lane  v.  Crockett  that, 
in  this  respect,  the  Court  of  Exchequer  followed  the  prac- 
tice of  the  Common  Pleas,  so  that  there  is  a  direct  au- 
thority for  our  decision.  Nothing  has  been  cited  against 
that  practice  but  a  suggestion  in  Mr.  Manning's  Book 
of  Practice,  which  is  only  sup[)orted  by  cases  from  the 
King's  Bench.  But  if  we  look  at  the  new  rule,  I  think  it 
will  appear  that  it  was  intended  to  apply  to  every  case, 
and  that  if  a  cause  is  tried  out  of  term  the  motion  should 
be  made  within  the  first  four  days  of  the  term  next  occur- 
ring after  the  trial.  But,  whether  this  case  falls  within  the 
rule  or  not,  we  have  authority  for  saying  that  this  Court 
formerly  adopted  the  practice  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  and  not  of  the  King's  Bench.  This  application, 
then,  comes  too  late.     The  rule  is  not  an  unwise  one,  as 

(a)  4  B.  &  Aid.  471. 
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tlie  one  party  has  a  remedy  by  writ  of  error,  and  the  other 
has  the  benefit  and  security  of  bail  in  error. 

BoLLAND,  B.-'In  Tidd's  New  Practice,  538,  it  is  said 
''  within  the  time  hmited  by  the  above  general  rule  the 
defendant  may  move  to  set  aside  a  verdict  and  have  a  new 
trial,  or  after  a  point  reserved,  that  a  nonsuit  may  be  en- 
tered, or  he  may  move  in  arrest  of  judgment,  and  either 
party  may  move  for  a  repleader,  or  venire  facias  de  noYo." 
The  present  application,  therefore,  seems  to  me  too  late, 
as  this  Court  has  required  the  motion  to  be  made  within 
the  first  four  days. 

Alderson,  B. — Notwithstanding  the  case  of  Taylor  v. 
Whitehead^  I  think  this  application  is  too  late.  If  this 
Court  had  followed  the  practice  of  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  and  not  of  the  Common  Pleas,  I  should  have  con- 
sidered, whether  it  was  not  a  reasonable  construction  of 
the  new  rule,  that  it  should  apply  to  all  cases,  whether  tried 
in  or  out  of  term,  as  I  cannot  see  why  the  party  is  to  have 
more  than  four  days  of  the  ensuing  term,  because  the  cause 
happens  to  be  tried  out  of  term. 

Rule  discharged. 


A  demand  by 
the  attorney  in 
the  cause  is 
sufficient  to 
ground  an  at- 
tachment for 
non-payment 
of  the  costs  of 
postponing  a 
trial,  although 
the  Master  has 
directed  them 
to  be  paid  "  to 
the  plaintifT." 


Inman  9.  Hill. 

rwELSBY  moved  for  an  attachment  for  the  non-pay- 
ment of  costs  pursuant  to  the  Master's  allocatur.  The 
costs  had  been  incurred  by  the  postponement  of  a  trial  at 
the  assizes,  in  consequence  of  the  absence  of  a  material 
witness,  and  the  Master  had  directed  that  they  should  be 
paid  '^  to  the  plaintiff. **  The  officer  objected  to  draw  up  the 
rule  because  the  demand  had  been  made  by  the  attorney 
in  the  cause,  and  not  by  the  plaintiff.  It  was  submitted^ 
that  as  these  were  costs  in  the  cause,  the  demand  was 
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gufficienty  and  no  letter  of  attorney  was  necessary :  Cox         1838. 
Y.  Salmon  (a).  . 

V, 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  think  the  demand  was  suffi-         ^'^^• 
cienti  because  these  are  costs,  which  the  attorney  is  au- 
thorized to  receive. 

Rule  absolute. 

(fl)  2  M.  &  W.  127. 


Edmunds  r.  Gates. 

J\JSfOWLES  moved  to  set  aside  the  taxation  of  costs.  Notice  of  taz- 

on  the  ground  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  notice.  fore'nine  o"ciock 

Notice  of  taxation  had  been  given  after  eight  o'clock  on  J."  '***  evening, 

Friday  evening  for  twelve  o*cIock  the  next  day ;  he  sub-  o'clock  on  the 

111*  **  1      »  •       tt  .I    foHowing  day, 

mi  tted  that  this  was  not  ''one  days  notice,    as  required  is  a  good  day's 
by  the  12th  rule  of  Trinity  Term,  1  Will.  4  (a).  ."he  ru^e''i?T"  T. 

1  Will  4. 

Per  Curiam.— Such  notice  given  at  any  time  before 
nine  o'clock  in  the  evening  is  good  for  twelve  o'clock  on 
the  following  day. 

Rule  refused  (6). 

(a)  Ante,  vol.  1,  p.  105.    See         (6)  See  1   Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.» 

al8ol7Reg.Gen.H.T.,4Wi».4,  2  Will.  4,   8.50.    Ante  Vo!.  1, 

(Practice    Rules),    ante  Val.  2,  p.  189. 
p.  308. 


May  f).  Pike. 

JtiLAlR  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  obtained  by  Pike  A  person  who 
for  setting  aside  the  judgment  for  irregularity.  An  ap-  atiomey  in  the 
pearance  had   been  entered  by  the  plaintifiF  for  the  de-  f*"*f»  *^""®* 

r  J  \  be  changed 

fendant  according  to  the  statute,  and  there  was  no  attor-  without «n  order 

for  that  pur* 

ney  for  the  defendant  on  the  record.     It  appeared,  how-  p<Me,  although 
ever,  that  a  Mr.  Dickenson,  an  attorney,  had  accepted  the  a«o?ney'oii*thc 

record. 
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declaration  as  the  attorney  of  the  defendanti  and  was  ao 
treated  by  the  plaintifT.  Time  for  pleading  was  obtained 
by  Mr.  Dickenson.  A  summons  for  further  time  to  plead 
was  taken  out  by  a  different  attorney,  and  the  plaintiff, 
treating  this  as  a  nullity,  signed  judgment  when  the  pre- 
vious time  for  pleading  had  expired. 

Piie,  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended,  that  as  there 
was  no  attorney  on  the  record,  it  was  not  necessary  to  ob- 
tain a  rule  for  the  purpose  of  changing  the  attorney. 

Per  Curiam. — The  first  gentleman  having  acted  as  the 
attorney  in  the  cause  up  to  a  certain  time,  could  not  be 
changed  without  an  order  for  that  purpose. 

Rule  discharged* 


The  declaration 
stated  that  ia 
coniideration 
that  the  plain • 


Allen  v.  Pink. 

/VSSUMPISIT. — The  declaration  stated  that,  in  consi- 
deration that  the  plaintiff  would  buy  of  the  defendant  a 

certain  horse  for  a  certain  sum,  to  wit,  7/.  2s.  6c/.,  the  de- 
tiff  would  buy  . 

of  the  defendant  fendant  promised  the  plaintiff  that  the  horse  was  then  a 

a  certain  horse  .    ^  ,  i  i  i  n    •  i  v 

for  71.  2«.  6d.,  quict  Worker,  and  would  go  well  in  spare  harness.  It 
^romhle^dlhe^  then  averred  the  purchase  of  the  horse  by  the  plaintiff, 
plaintiff  that  it     and  the  payment  of  the  price,  and  alleged  as  a  breach  that 

was  a  quiet  i  i  i  i  i 

worker,  and        the  horse  was  uot  a  quiet  worker,  and  would  not  go  m 

would  go  well  ,  1^1  .1  /• 

in  spare  har-  Spare  harness,  but  on  the  contrary  thereot,  was  unquiet 
averred^Ve*****  ^^^  vicious,  and  became  of  no  use  or  value  to  the  plaintiff^ 
purchase  of  the    whereby  he  was  put  to  charges  and  expenses  in  keepincr 

horse,  and  that  /,  v.       nu  i  r 

it  was  not  a  and  taking  care  of  it.  Ihere  were  aUo  counts  tor  money 
2nd  would  not  ^^^  *"^  received,  and  upon  an  account  stated.  To  the 
go  well  in  spare   plaintiff's  damage  of  20/.     The  defendant  pleaded,  first, 

harness,  where-     *  °  r  »  * 

hy  the  plaintiff    non  assumpsit  to  the  whole  declaration  ;  secondly,  to  the 

was  put  to 
charges  in  keep- 
ing and  taking  care  of  it.     There  were  also  counts  for  money  had  and  received,  and  money  due 
on  an  account  staled: — Hetdf  that  this  record  might  be  sent  for  trial  before  the  sheriff,  under  the 
3  &  4  WilL  4,  c  42,  s.  17. 
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first  county  that  the  horse  was  a  quiet  worker^  and  would         18%38. 

go  well  in  spare  harness^  upon  which  issue  was  joined. 

On  the  trial  before  Arabin^  Serjt.,  at  the  Sheriff's  Court  v. 

Pink* 
in  London,  it  appeared,  that  in  the  month  of  April  the 

plaintiff  went  to  look  at  the  horse  in  question  at  Aldridge's 

repository,  when  the  defendant,  speaking  of  the  horse  and 

his  price,  said,  "  that  if  he  did  not  work  well,  and  go 

quietly  in  spare  harness,  the  plaintiff  was  to  send  him 

back,  and  he  should  have  his  money  returned.**    After 

some  further  conversation,  the  plaintiff  bought  the  horse 

for  7/.  ^8.  6d.,  which  he   paid,  and  the  defendant  gave 

him  the  following  memorandum : — 

"April  18,  1838. 

'<  Bought  of  G.  Pink  a  horse  for  the  sum  of  7/.  2s.  6(L 

— G.  Pink/' 

It  afterwards  appeared  that  the  horse  was  vicious  and 
unquiet,  and  not  a  good  worker,  upon  which  the  plaintiff 
sent  him  back  on  the  23rd  of  April,  and  demanded  his 
money,  which  was  refused.  There  was  an  indorsement 
on  the  writ,  claiming  71.  2s.  6rf.,  and  the  particulars 
of  demand  were  as  follow :  **  On  the  indebitatus  counts 
the  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  71.  2s.  6rf.,  the  price  of  a 
horse,  which  sum  was  fraudulently  received  by  the  defend- 
ant, under  colour  of  a  contract  of  sale  thereof  to  the  plain* 
tiff,  with  a  warranty  which  the  defendant  knew  to  be  false^ 
and  which  horse  the  defendant  has  subsequently  received 
back.**  The  writ  of  trial  had  been  obtained  by  consent  of 
the  parties.  A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  plaintiff 
for  71.  2s.  6d. 

Byles  obtained  a  rule  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  and 
for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  sheriff  had  no 
authority  to  try  the  cause  (a). 

(a)  It  was  also  objected  that  as  missible ;  and  that  if  the  parol 

the  terms  of  the  contract  were  to  contract  was  to  be  taken  at  all, 

be  found  in  the  bought  note,  no  there  was  no  warranty  in  it. 
evidence  of  the  warranty  was  ad- 
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1838.  Gurney  shewed  cause. — It  is  submitted  that  the  judge 

had  jurisdiction  to  try  this  case.     The  17th  section  of  the 

Allen  •'  "^ 

V,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42y  does  not  prohibit  a  case  like  the  pre- 

PlMK>  

sent  from  being  tried  before  the  sheriff.  There  is  nothing 
to  shew  that  this  is  not  a  ''  debt  or  demand  "  under  2QL 
As  the  Judge's  order  was  obtained  by  consent^  it  must  be 
assumed  that  all  circumstances  concurred  to  give  the  sheriff 
jurisdiction.  Watson  v*  Abbott  (a),  Smith  \.  Brown  (b), 
and  Edge  t.  Shaw  (e),  will  perhaps  be  cited  on  the  other 
side,  but  they  were  all  cases  of  tori,  and  there  is  no  au* 
thority  that  an  action  of  assumpsit  under  circumstances 
like  the  present  is  not  within  the  act.  Price  v.  Morgan  {d) 
is  in  point :  there,  the  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated, 
that  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would  send  a  pony 
to  the  defendant,  and  would  sell  and  deliver  it  to  A.,  the 
defendant  undertook  that  he  was  authorized  by  A.  to  pur- 
chase it  on  his  behalf;  that  the  plaintiff  sent  the  pony  to 
the  defendant,  and  was  willing  to  sell  it  to  A.,  but  that 
the  defendant  had  no  authority  from  A.  to  purchase  it. 
The  second  count  was  a  similar  one,  but  stating  that  the 
defendant  undertook  himself  to  purchase  the  pony.  There 
was  also  an  indebitatus  count  for  a  pony  sold  and  deli- 
vered, and  it  was  held  that  this  was  a  record  which  might 
be  sent  by  writ  of  trial  before  the  sheriff,  and  Parte,  B., 
says,  "  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  action  was  in  substance 
for  the  price  of  the  pony,  and  therefore  within  the  act ; 
and  if  it  were  not,  I  should  hesitate,  when  the  writ  has 
been  obtained  by  the  plaintiff  himself,  to  grant  a  new  trial 
on  the  ground  of  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  under-sheriffl 
The  same  point  was  certainly  mentioned  in  the  argument  in 
Watson  V.  Abbott,  but  from  the  observations  of  Bayley, 
B.,  and  the  rest  of  the  Court,  they  do  not  appear  to  have 
sufficiently  considered  it.     Therefore,  as  at  present  ad- 


(a)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  215.  (c)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  189. 

(b)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  736.  (d)  2  M.  &  W.  53. 
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vised,  I  am  disposed  to  discharge  the  rule  on  that  ground.       ^  ^^^ 
It  is  not  necessary^  however,  to  give  a  direct  opinion  on 
that,  because  I  think  in  substance  that  the  case  was  within 
the  act."    Here  the  verdict  was  for  71. 2s.  6cL,  the  price 
of  the  horse. 

The  Court  then  called  upon 

Byles  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  I7th  section  of  the 
3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42|  enacts  **  that  in  any  action  depending 
in  any  of  the  superior  courts  for  any  debt  or  demand  in 
which  the  sum  sought  to  be  recovered,  and  indorsed  on  ike 
writ  of  summons  shall  not  exceed  ^/.,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  Court,  &c.,  or  any  judge,  if  such  court  or  judge 
shall  be  satisfied  that  such  trial  will  not  involve  any  diffi- 
cult question  of  fact  or  law,  to  order  and  direct  that  the 
issue  joined  shall  be  tried  before  the  sheriff,  &c.'*  On  re- 
ferring to  the  rule  of  H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  it  will  appear  what 
the  meaning  of  the  words  ''  debt  or  demand  "  in  the  sta- 
tute is.  The  rule  prescribes  ''  that  upon  every  bailable 
writ  and  warrant,  and  upon  the  process  or  any  copy  served 
for  the  payment  of  any  debt,  the  amount  of  the  debt  shall 
be  stated,  and  the  amount  of  what  the  plaintiff's  attorney 
claims  for  the  costs  of  such  writ  or  process,  arrest,  or  copy, 
and  service^  attendance  to  receive  debt  and  costs.*'  The 
17th  section  of  the  act  has  reference  to  this  rule.  [Lord 
Abinger,  C.  B. — What  meaning  do  you  give  the  word  de- 
mand ?]  The  words  "  debt  or  demand  "  are  used  in  the 
bankrupt  act,  yet  unliquidated  damages  cannot  be  proved 
under  a  fiat.  They  are  also  to  be  found  in  many  acts  es- 
tablishing courts  of  requests,  but  there  the  interpretation 
now  contended  for,  has  never  been  put  upon  them.  In 
Smith  V.  Brown,  which  was  an  action  against  a  carrier  for 
negligence,  the  cause  was  tried  by  consent  before  the 
under-sheriff  of  Bristol,  and  this  court  held  that  the  trial 
was  a  nullity  and  that  no  judgment  could  be  given.     If 
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1838.  the  verdict  had  been  taken  on  the  last  two  counts,  there 
might  have  been  less  ground  for  the  objection,  but  all  the 
evidence  applied  to  the  first  count  only. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — The  case  of  Price  v.  Morgan  is 
very  analogous  to  the  present.  That  was  an  action  of  as- 
sumpsit, and  the  Court  there  thought  that  the  word  ''  de- 
mand** was  not  ejusdem  generis  with  that  of  debt,  but  bad 
a  more  extensive  signification ;  and  that  when  it  appeared 
on  the  face  of  the  declaration  that  the  demand  was  for  a 
sum  certain,  such  a  case  must  be  considered  within  the 
act.  I  think  we  ought  to  adhere  to  that  decision,  for  this 
is  not  a  stronger  case  than  that.  There  the  action  was 
for  damages,  here  also  it  is  for  the  breach  of  an  engage- 
ment. In  my  opinion,  this  case  is  clearly  within  the  spirit 
of  the  act. 

BoLLAND,  B. — But  for  the  case  of  Price  v.  Morgan,  I 
should  have  doubted  whether  the  act  of  Parliament  ap- 
plied to  a  case  like  this.  I  always  considered  it  limited 
to  money  demands ;  as,  however,  there  is  authority  in 
point,  restrictions  should  not  be  placed  upon  the  act,  espe- 
cially when  it  is  considered  that  two  objects  are  contem- 
plated by  it,  namely,  the  lessening  of  expense  and  facility 
of  trial. 

Alderson,  B. — I  consider  the  first  point  determined 
by  Price  v.  Morgan.  This  case  does  not  fall  within  the 
principle  of  Smith  v.  Brown,  for  it  is  in  fact  an  action  for 
the  price  of  the  horse  only. 

Rule  discharged. 


TRINITY  TRRM»  1  VICT. 


The  Attorney-General  v.  Sewell. 

Information  by  the  Attomey-Gcncral  against  the  An  infonnation 

defendant  to  recover  certain  arrears  of  assessed  taxes.  The  j,f  (^g  popuiir 

first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that  the  defendant  was  JJ^'^oj^^"*^^^^^ 

indebted  to  his  Majesty  in  the  sum  of  80£,  for  that  before  tained  for  the 

recovery  of 

and  at  the  time  of  the  making  the  assessment  in  that  count  arrears  of  at- 
mentionedy  to  wit,  on  &c.,  in  the  year  1834,  at  the  parish  '^1,^  5  ^^^ 
of  St.  George,  Hanover  Square,  the  defendant  was  a  per-  J^js' ^a^^^' 
son  chargeable  to  certain  duties  of  assessed  taxes  payable  mn^J*  «"ch  debt 
to  his  Majesty  by  virtue  of  the  statutes  in  that  case  made  a  debt  upon 
and  provided,  and  that  being  so  chargeable,  afterwards  he  !|J^r  nwIdVof 
was  in  due  mannerf  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute,  P"*^*!*^/* 
&c.,  assessed  for  the  said  duties  in  the  sum  of  40/.,  for  the  extent,  or  by 
year  ending  the  5th  of  April,  1835,  whereof  he  had  no-  formation  upon 
tice ;  and  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  &c.,  a  certain  warrant  {{^^iJ* 
for  collecting  and  levying  the  said  duties  was  in  due  man- 
ner issued  out  and  delivered  to  a  certain  collector  of  the 
said  duties  for  the  said  parish.     And  the  Attorney-General 
further  says,  that  the  said  sum  of  money,  being  the  amount 
of  the  said  duties  assessed  as  aforesaid  on  the  defendant, 
have  not  been,  nor  could ,  nor  can  be  levied  or  collected 
under  or  by  virtue  of  the  said  warrant,  and  that  the  same 
and  every  part  thereof  still  remained  and  was  due,  and  in 
arreari  and  unpaid  to  his  Majesty,  and  that  the  defendant 
still  owed  the  same  and  every  part  thereof  to  his  Majesty, 
whereby  an  action  hath  accrued  to  his  Majesty  to  demand 
the  said  sum  of  40/.     The  second  count,  which  was  similar 
to  the  first,  sought  to  recover  40/.  for  the  year  ending  the 
5th  of  April,  1836.     Plea,  the  general  issue. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Ahinger^  C.  B.,  at  the  sittings 
after  Hilary  Term,  1837,  the  only  evidence  on  the  part  of 
the  Crown  was  the  production  from  the  Head  Office  of 
the  Commissioners  of  Stamps  and  Taxes  of  the  schedule 
of  defaulters  for  assessed  taxes,  made  pursuant  to  the 
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Attornbt- 
General 

V. 

Sewcll. 


43  Geo.Sy  C.99,  s.  45  (a),  from  which  it  appeared  that  the 
defendant  was  a  defaulter  in  those  two  years  to  the  amount 


(a)  "And  be  it  further  enacted. 
That  the  collectors  appointed  as 
aforesaid,  shall  make  a  due  return 
fiiirly  written  on  paper,    under 
their  hands,  to  such  comniistion- 
ers,  containing  the  names,  sur- 
names,  and  places  of  abode  of 
every  person  within  their  respec- 
tive collections,  from  whom  such 
collector  or  collectors  shall  not 
have  been  able  to  collect  or  re- 
ceive such  duties  for  any  of  the 
causes  before    mentioned,     and 
which  shall  have  been  duly  veri- 
fied on  the  oath  of  such  collector 
as  aforesaid,  and  the  particular 
reason  for    returning  each    de- 
feiulter,  and  the  sum  and  sums 
charged  upon  every  such  person  ; 
and    such   commissioners,   after 
due  examination  thereof  on  the 
oaths  or  affirmations  as  aforesaid 
of  the  collectors,  shall  ascertain 
the  sums  which,  according  to  the 
provisions  of  any  of  the  said  acts 
herein  mentioned,  shall  have  been 
discharged  from  assessment  for 
any  cause  therein  specially  allowed ; 
and  the  said  commissioners  shall 
also  make  out  their  schedules  con- 
taining the  sums  so  discharged, 
and  the  sums  with  which  each  and 
every  such  defaulter  ought  to  be 
charged,  and  tlie  sums  which  shall 
not  have  been  collected  by  occa- 
sion of  the  collector's  neglect,  and 
which  ought  to  be  re-assessed  on 
the  parish,  ward,  or  place  as  afore- 
said, and  shall  cause  the  said  se- 
veral particulars  to  be  inserted  in 
a  schedule  fairly  written  on  parch- 
ment, under  the  hands  and  seals 


of  such  commissioners  or  any  two 
or  more  of  them,  containing  the 
names  and  surnames  of  the  said 
collectors,  and  the  same  to  be  de- 
livered to  the  Receiver^  General,  to 
be  returned  by  such  Recdver-Ge- 
neral  into  his  Majesty's  ssdd  Court 
of  Exchequer,  whereupon  every 
person  so  making  default  of  pay- 
ment, and  each  parish,  ward,  or 
place    so    in    default,     may    be 
charged  by  process  of  court  ac- 
cording to  the  course  thereof  in 
that  behalf;    and  in  default  of 
such  schedule  made  out  according 
to  the  directions  of  this  act,  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  Receiver- 
General,  and  he  is  hereby  required 
to  return  every  such  parish,  ward* 
or  place  insuper^  for  all  sums  not 
piud  to  the  Receiver-General,  and 
contained  in  the  duplicate  of  as- 
sessment to  him  delivered,  and  all 
such  sums  so  returned  shall  In 
such  case  be  re-assessed  on  such 
parish,  ward,  or  place.    And  all 
and   every    the    proper   officers 
therein  concerned  shall,  and  they 
are  hereby  required  to  take  care, 
from  time  to  time,  that  such  j>ro* 
cess  be  duly  issued  and  made  ef- 
fectual, so  that  all  such  sums  as 
shall  be  in  arrear  and  unpaid  as 
aforesaid,  may  be  speedily  reco- 
vered and  paid  into  his  Majesty's 
Exchequer ;  and  if  any  such  col- 
lector  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to 
make  such  return  in  manner  be- 
fore directed,  every  such  collector 
shall  forfeit  the  sum  of  one  hun- 
dred pounds.*' 
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of  59L  Is.  6d.  It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  Crown 
that,  by  the  i)  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  20,  s.  1S|  such  schedule  was 
conclusive  evidence  against  any  person  named  therein  as 
making  default  in  payment.  For  the  defendant  it  was 
objected^  that  this  information  could  not  be  supported,  in- 
asmuch as  the  latter  part  of  the  13th  section  declared  this 
to  be  a  debt  upon  record^  on  which  no  personal  informa- 
tion in  the  nature  of  an  action  of  debt  could  be  founded, 
and  that  the  proper  mode  of  proceeding  was  by  writ  of 
scire  facias  or  extent.  The  Lord  Chief  Baron  was  in- 
clined to  think  the  objection  valid,  and  a  verdict  was  en- 
tered for  the  Crown,  with  liberty  for  the  defendant  to 
move  to  enter  a  verdict  in  his  favour. 
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Price  having  in  Easter  Termi  1887,  obtained  a  rule 
accordingly. 


The  Solicitor- General  and  Amos,  in  Trinity  Term, 
shewed  cause. — The  question  depends  upon  the  construc- 
tion to  be  put  upon  the  statutes  relating  to  the  assessed 
taxes,  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.99,  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  161,  and  the 
5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  20.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.— The  question 
is,  whether  you  can  proceed  by  information,  treating  this 
as  a  debt  due  to  the  Crown,  when  the  act  of  Parliament 
declares  it  to  be  a  debt  upon  record.  Formerly,  the  sche- 
dule was  a  record  of  the  Exchequer,  but  the  ISth  section 
of  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  20,  requires  that  it  should  be  de- 
posited  and  remain  with  the  Commissioners  of  Stamps  and 
Taxes,  and  be  a  record  there.]  Notwithstanding  that 
section  it  is  submitted,  that  the  Crown  may  proceed  to 
recover  this  debt  by  the  ordinary  mode.  By  the  43 
Geo.  3,  c.  99,  s.  9,  the  commissioners  for  executing  the 
act  are  to  meet  annually,  and  appoint  assessors  of  the 
duties  of  the  different  parishes  and  places,  who  upon 
a  certain  day  are  to  bring  in  their  certificates  of  asseaa- 
nents  in  writing,  verified  upon  their  oaths ;  and  at  the 
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same  time  they  are  to  return  the  names  of  two  persons  to 
be  collectors.  By  the  ISth  sectioni  the  assessments  de* 
livered  in  by  the  assessors  shall  be  signed  by  the  com- 
missionersy  and  they  shall  also  sign  three  duplicates  of  the 
assessments,  and  deliver  them  to  the  collectors,  with  war* 
rants  under  the  hands  of  the  commissioners  for  collecting 
the  same,  upon  which  the  collectors  are  to  make  demand 
of  the  sums  charged  upon  the  respective  parties  at  their 
last  places  of  abode,  and,  upon  payment,  to  give  acquit- 
tancesy  which  shall  be  perfect  discharges.  By  the  SOth 
section,  inspectors  and  surveyors  are  to  be  appointed. 
Section  S4  gives  a  power  of  appeal  to  commissioners  in  case 
of  surcharge.  By  section  29,  this  decision  is  final.  Sec- 
tion 33  gives  the  collectors  a  power  of  distraining  upon 
non-payment  of  the  duties,  and  of  selling  ;  and,  in  certain 
cases,  commissioners  may  imprison  the  parties  making  de- 
fault. The  44th  and  45th  sections  (a),  regulate  the  pro- 
ceedings in  case  the  collector  cannot  obtain  the  money. 
Then  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  161,  makes  further  provisions.  The 
S3rd  section  {b),  directs  that  such  duties  as  cannot  be  col- 


Co)  Sec  note  (a), 

(6)  '*  And  be  it  further  enacted, 
That  erery  assessment  to  be  made 
of  the  said  duties  in  pursuance  of 
this  act  in  England,  Wales^  and 
Berwick-upon-Tweed^  shall  be  in 
force  for  one  whole  year,  com- 
mencing from  the  fifth  day  of 
Apr'd  in  the  year  in  which  the 
same  shall  be  made,  and  ending 
on  the  fifth  day  of  April  then  next 
following^,  and  the  said  several 
duties  shall  be  paid  by  quarterly 
instalments  on  the  days  hereinaf- 
ter mentioned,  (that  is  to  say),  on 
the  twentieth  day  of  June  for  the 
quarter  comroencin^^  from  the 
fifth  day  of  April  and  ending  on 


the  fifth  day  of  July ;  the  twen- 
tieth day  of  SeptembeTy  for  the 
quarter  commencing  from  the 
fifth  day  of  July  and  ending  on 
the  tenth  day  of  October ;  and  the 
twentieth  day  of  December^  for 
the  quarter  commencing  from  the 
tenth  day  of  October  and  ending 
on  the  fifth  day  oi  January  ;  and 
the  twentieth  day  of  Mttrch,  for 
the  quarter  commencing  on  the 
fifth  day  of  January  and  ending 
on  the  fifth  day  of  April  in  every 
year ;  the  first  payment  thereof  to 
be  made  on  the  twentieth  day  of 
June,  one  thousand  eight  hundred 
and  four :  and  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  respective  commissioners. 
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lected  may  be  recoverable  as  a  debt  upon  record  to  the 
King's  Majesty,  his  heirs  and  successors.  In  the  present 
case  the  whole  proceedings  were  conformable  to  these 
acts,  the  assessments  were  made  and  delivered  to  the  col- 
lectors, and  a  schedule  of  defaulters  made  and  returned 
to  the  commissioners,  who  made  a  copy  of  it  and  returned 
it  to  the  Receiver-General,  by  whom  it  was  transmitted  to 
the  Court  of  Exchequer.  Then  came  the  5  &  6  Will.  4, 
c.  20,  8. 13,  by  which  it  is  enacted  "  that  all  such  schedules 
as  aforesaid  which  shall  be  made  out  at  any  time  after  the 
commencement  of  this  act  shall  be  delivered  over  or  trans- 
mitted by  the  Receiver-General,  Receiving-Inspector,  or 
other  receiver  to  whom  (he  same  shall  have  been  deli- 
vered, to  the  Commissioners  of  Stamps  and  Taxes,  and 
shall  be  deposited  and  remain  in  the  head  office  of  the 
last-mentioned  commissioners  ;  and  the  production  of  any 
schedule  so  deposited,  and  purporting  to  contain  the  name 
or  names  of  any  such  defaulter  or  defaulters  as  aforesaid, 
shall  be  conclusive  evidence  against  any  person  named 
therein  as  making  default  of  payment,  and  against  every 
parish,  ward,  or  place  named  therein  as  in  default  of  the 
sum  or  sums  mentioned  in  any  such  schedule  being  due, 
and  owing,  and  in  arrear,  and  unpaid  to  his  Majesty,  his 
heirs  and  successors,  unless  payment  thereof  shall  be 
proved  ;  and  every  such  sum  shall  be  recoverable  from 
the  person  and  persons  making  default  of  payment  thereof 
as  a  debt  upon  record  to  the  King's  Majesty,  his  heirs 
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or  auy  two  or  more  of  them,  and 
they  are  hereby  required,  as  soon 
as  the  assessment  shall  be  made,  to 
issue  out  and  deliver  to  the  respec- 
tive collectors  their  warrants  for 
the  speedy  and  effectual  levying 
and  collectin{(  the  said  duties,  as 
the  same  shall  become  payable* 
by  quarterly  instalments  as  afore- 
said ;  and  such  part  thereof  as  can- 

VOL.  VI.  z 


not  be  so  levied  and  collected  may 
be  recoverable  as  a  debt  upon  re- 
cord to  the  Kinij^'s  Majesty,  his 
heirs  and  successors,  with  full 
costs  of  suit  and  all  char^^es  at- 
tending the  same;  and  when  so 
recovered,  the  said  duties  shall  be 
paid  to  the  Receiver-General  in 
aid  of  the  parish  or  place  answer- 
able for  the  same. 

Z  D.  P.  C. 
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and  successors,  with  full  costs  of  suit,  and  all  charges  at- 
tending the  same.*'  It  is  contended  on  the  other  side^ 
that  if  the  proceeding  had  been  by  scire  facias,  the  de- 
fendant would  have  been  let  in  to  give  evidence,  that  the 
debt  was  not  due  ;  but  it  is  submitted  that  that  is  not  so. 
The  statute  does  not  mean  that  the  proceeding  must  be 
upon  the  schedule  as  if  it  were  a  record,  but  only  that  the 
production  of  the  parchment  should  be  conclusive  evi- 
dence, as  in  debt  on  a  record.  [Lord  Abtnger^  C.  B. — It 
is  very  probable  that  the  persons  who  drew  these  clauses 
had  not  any  very  accurate  knowledge  of  the  forms  of  ac- 
tion. The  43  Geo.  3,  c.  161,  s.  23,  requires  the  commis- 
sioners to  issue  their  warrant  to  the  collector,  and  such 
part  as  cannot  be  collected  may  be  recoverable  as  a  debt 
on  record  to  the  King ;  therefore,  the  record  was  a  record 
of  this  Court.]  Then  the  subsequent  act  says  it  shall  be 
lodged  with  the  commissioners,  and  not  in  this  Court.  If 
it  were  a  record  there  was  no  occasion  to  say  that  it  should 
be  conclusive  evidence.  [Alderson,  B. — Should  you  not 
have  filed  the  schedule  in  this  Court  in  order  to  proceed 
upon  it  ?] 


Price^  contra. — The  question  depends  upon  the  nature 
of  the  debt ;  the  nature  of  the  proceeding  upon  the  new 
duties  given  to  the  Crown,  and  the  old  mode  of  enforcing 
them.  A  debt  on  record  to  the  King  means  a  Crown  judg- 
ment, upon  which  nothing  further  can  be  done.  [Lord 
Abinger,  C.  B. — A  debt  of  record  is  not  necessarily  a 
judgment — for  instance,  a  person  may  come  and  acknow- 
ledge a  recognizance.]  It  is  true  that  a  bond  to  the  King 
is  only  matter  quasi  of  record^  but  this  is  more  than  a 
bond  debt,  it  is  a  debt  enrolled,  though  instead  of  being 
in  the  King's  Remembrancer's  Office,  the  act  requires  it 
to  be  lodged  in  the  Head  Commissioner's  Office  of  Stamps 
and  Taxes.  [Alderson,  B. — Then  you  contend  that  the 
Commissioners  of  Stamps  and  Taxes  are  now  officers  of 
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the  Court  of  Exchequer.]     Unquestionably^  every  person 
concerned  in  the  collection  of  the  King's  revenue,  is  an 
officer  of  this  court,  and  under  its  controul.     The  Crown 
has  a  particular  process  for  the  recovery  of  its  debts, 
and  which  cannot  be  departed  from.   By  this  mode  of  pro- 
ceeding, the  debt  is  delayed  and  the  expense  increased. 
The  statute  only  makes  the  schedule  evidence  of  nonpay* 
ment,  and  not  evidence  of  the  debt.   Much  useful  inform- 
ation as  to  the  nature  of  the  debt  is  to  be  found  in  Chief 
Baron  Gilbert's  Treatise  on  the  Court  of  Exchequer :  it 
is  there  said  (a) :  ''  Towards  the  time  of  H.  7,  and  H.  8,  as 
the  revenue  increased,  and  merchants  were   obliged  to 
make  payments,  the  customers  and   collectors  received 
bonds  from  the  parties  to  the  King.     These  collectors 
were  no  more  than  bailiffs  or  receivers,  and  not  as  justices 
between  the  King  and  the  party ;  and  therefore  the  ac- 
knowledgments before  them  were  not  in  a  court  of  re- 
cord.    And  there  was  before  S3  H.  8,  S9,  this  difference 
between  them  and  bonds  of  record,  that  these  were  im- 
mediately levied  by  the  levari ;  but  those  debts  not  of  re- 
cord could  not  be  levied  by  the  levari,  but  a  scire  facias 
was  to  issue  thereupon :  and  the  reason  of  the  difference 
is,  that  where  an  obligation  is  acknowledged  in  a  court  of 
record,  such   recognizance  is  the  same  as  a  judgment, 
the  conusor  is  personally  present,  and  the  Court  is  supposed 
to  know  him  as  much  as  a  defendant  against  whom  they 
give  judgment.   And  hence  it  is  that  the  levari  issues,  and 
all  the  other  prerogative  process,  and  thai  debt  cannot  be 
discharged  until  there  be  a  receipt  upon  record;    but 
where  the  King's  ministerial  officer  takes  an  obligation  to 
the  King,  such  obligation  is  not  of  record ;   and  when  the 
officer  delivers  such  obligation  into  Court,  the  time  of  de- 
livery is  recorded,  so  that  if  that  obligation  be  just,  and 
the  conusor  has  nothing  to  say  against  it,   nobody  can 
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controTert  the  time  of  its  lierii  because  the  delivery  is  of 
record,  and  therefore  it  ought  to  bind  from  that  time ;  bm 
the  obligation  is  no  more  thun  a  warrant  of  attorney,  for  the 
ministerial  or  other  person  to  deliver  it  of  record,  for  be- 
ing an  act  in  pais  and  not  of  record,  the  conusor  may 
come  in  at  the  return  of  the  scire  facias  and  traverse 
the  obligation ;  but  in  this  it  differs  from  a  warrant  of  at- 
torney, for  if  a  man  forge  a  bond  and  warrant  of  attorney, 
and  then  confesses  judgment,  the  defendant  can  never 
deny  the  deed,  if  a  scire  facias  issued  after  a  year  and  a 
day ;  but  in  this  case  there  is  no  judgment  upon  the  bond, 
for  the  bond  is  only  delivered  of  record,  and  therefore  the 
judgment  upon  the  bond  arises  only  on  the  scire  facias ; 
and  therefore  in  Ireland  they  often  take  a  warrant  of  at- 
torney to  confess  judgment  upon  such  bond  in  an  action 
of  debt,  and  when  such  judgment  is  entered,  it  is  a  matter 
of  record,  and  cannot  be  discharged  but  by  an  act  of  equal 
notoriety.*  To  proceed  by  information  is  agere  actum;  it 
is  to  make  that  a  matter  in  pais  which  is  already  of  record. 
For  debts  in  fieri,  an  information  is  the  proper  course  (a) ; 
but  when  they  are  actually  of  record,  a  levari  may  at  once 
issue.  The  nature  of  this  proceeding  is  fully  treated  of 
in  Price's  Exchequer  Practice  (6),  from  which  it  appears, 
that  "  such  process,  notwithstanding  it  is  in  its  form  and 
general  force  and  effect  final,  and  in  the  nature  of  an  exe- 
cution, might  be  pleaded  to  on  this  side  of  the  Court,  both 
in  bar  or  denial  and  in  discharge  of  the  debt,  or  charge 
upon  the  roll  against  the  party  who  was  the  object  of  the 
proceeding/'  Blackstone  and  other  writers  put  the  re* 
venue  of  taxes  upon  the  ground  of  ancient  duties  to  the 
Crown,  which  were  leviable  without  any  proceeding  at  alL 
It  is  therefore  clear,  that  this  is  a  defined  and  settled  debt, 
upon  which,  the  great  privilege  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
ought  to  be  executed  ''  for  its  speedy  levy  and  for  the 


(a)  Gilbert,  Ex.  165. 
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soonest  satisfaction  of  the  King's  debt.'*  [Alderson^  U. — 
The  second  rule  of  the  43  Geo.  ^,  c.  161,  which  says 
*'  that  every  such  schedule,  being  certified  under  the  hand 
of  the  Receiver-General,  or  his  deputy,  of  the  county  or 
division,  where  the  said  arrears  accrued,  to  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  at  Westminster,  shall  be  received  and  taken 
as  sufficient  evidence  of  a  debt  due  to  his  Majesty,  and 
shall  be  a  sufficient  authority  to  the  Barons  of  the  said 
court,  or  any  one  of  them,  to  cause  process  to  be  issued 
against  such  defaulters  named  in  the  said  schedules,  to 
levy  the  whole  sum  in  arrear  and  unpaid  by  such  de- 
faulters :  and  tlie  sheriff  or  other  officer  to  whom  the  said 
process  shall  be  directed,  shall  without  delay  cause  the 
whole  sum  in  arrear  to  be  levied."  Therefore,  upon  the 
schedule  being  returned,  there  is  an  express  power  to  is- 
sue a  levari  facias.]  The  word  '*  process  "  is  used  through- 
out; an  information  cannot  be  said  to  be  process,  which 
shews  that  the  present  proceeding  is  incorrect.  [Lord 
Abinger,  C.  B. — It  is  true  that  where  the  debt  is  of  record, 
the  proper  process  for  recovering  it  is  by  levari  facias,  to 
which  the  party  may  plead  all  equitable  matters,  or  he  may 
apply  by  motion,  which  is  the  more  ordinary  practice,  to 
remove  the  hands  of  the  sheriff,  and  let  in  the  equitable 
claim;  but  the  question  which  arises  here  is,  whether,  up- 
on the  construction  of  the  act,  the  Crown  may  not  proceed 
either  by  summary  process  or  by  information.  Alder son^ 
B. — The  statute  says,  the  schedule  shall  be  conclusive 
evidence  of  the  debt  due  and  owing  from  the  person  named 
therein ;  the  party  might  shew  that  he  was  not  the  person 
named  therein.]  By  the  33rd  section  of  the  43  Geo.  S, 
c.  99,  a  power  of  distress  is  given,  where  payment  has  been 
refused.  By  the  S5th  section,  when  persons  remove  without 
paying  their  taxes,  that  fact  is  to  be  certified  to  the  com- 
missioners of  the  place,  where  the  party  can  be  found, 
which  commissioners  are  to  cause  the  amount  to  be  levied, 
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and  paid  to  the  collector  of  the  parish  where  the  assess- 
ment was  made*  By  the  41st  section,  collectors  refusing  to 
attend  commissioners  with  their  assessments,  are  to  forfeit 
601;  and  if  there  b  money  in  the  hands  of  the  collectors, 
which  cannot  be  recovered  under  the  hand  of  the  com- 
missioners, or  the  commissioners  shall  neglect  to  issue  such 
warrant,  the  amount  shall  be  recoverable  as  a  debt  on 
record.  That  clause  shews  that  an  express  distinction  is 
taken  between  debts  recoverable  as  matters  of  record 
and  those  recoverable  by  information.  In  the  45th  section, 
a  distinction  is  taken  between  a  person  and  the  parish, 
and  it  makes  express  provision  that  all  sums  in  arrear  shall 
be  speedily  recovered.  The  47th  section  requires  *'  that 
where  there  has  been  a  failure  in  assessing  the  duties  on 
returning  the  duplicates,  the  Receiver-General  shall  cer- 
tify the  same  to  the  Barons  of  the  Exchequer,  with  the 
names  of  the  commissioners,  assessors,  &c.,  who  shall  be 
respectively  liable  to  process  from  time  to  time,  by  writ  of 
distringas.'*  Then  comes  the  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  20,  by  the  13th 
section  of  which  the  Head  Office  of  the  Commissioners  of 
Stamps  and  Taxes  is  made  an  office  of  this  Court,  by  re- 
quiring the  schedule  which  was  formerly  delivered  here 
to  be  lodged  in  that  office.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^You 
contend  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  give 
a  document  not  in  court,  the  same  force  and  effi^ct  as  form- 
erly when  it  was  brought  into  court.]  The  latter  part  of 
the  13th  section  says,  that  ''  the  schedule  shall  be  conclu- 
sive evidence  against  any  person  named  therein,  &c.,  and 
against  every  parish,  &c.,  and  every  such  sum  shall  be  re- 
coverable as  a  debt  upon  record,  with  full  costs  of  suit  and 
all  charges  attending  the  same."  The  making  it  a  record 
is  the  foundation  for  an  immediate  and  speedy  process.  It 
is  submitted  that  the  construction  contended  for  is  in  aid 
rather  than  in  deterioration  of  the  right  of  the  Crown,  and 
that  the  proceeding  by  information  is  not  only  repugnant 
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to  a  sound  construction  of  the  act,  but  also  at  variance 
with  the  recognised  practice  of  the  revenue  laws. 


The  Solicitor-General  replied. 


Cur.  adv.  vult. 


68S 


1838. 

Attorney- 
General 

V. 

Sewell. 


Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B.^  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. — This  was  an  information  filed  by  the  Crown, 
(not  purporting  to  be  filed  upon  any  document  or  any  re- 
cord), stating  that  the  defendant  had  been  assessed  in 
certain  taxes,  and  that  a  warrant  had  issued  against 
him  signed  by  the  commissioners,  but  that  the  sum  had 
not  been  nor  could  be  collected  under  it,  and  that  the 
same  remained  due,  and  in  arrear,  and  unpaid,  whereby 
an  action  had  accrued,  &c.  The  information  was  sup- 
ported at  the  trial  by  the  production  of  the  assessment 
itself  from  the  tax  office,  in  which  the  party  appeared  as 
in  arrear  for  the  sum  sought  to  be  recovered.  It  was  con- 
tended on  the  part  of  the  Crown  that,  by  the  5  &  6  Will.  4, 
c.  20f  s.  13,  this  assessment  was  made  conclusive  evidence ; 
but  on  the  other  hand,  it  was  objected  by  Mr.  Prices  that 
the  same  section  made  the  debt  recoverable  as  a  debt  of 
record,  which  could  only  be  recovered  by  scire  facias,  by 
extent,  or  by  filing  an  information  upon  the  record  itself. 
My  impression  originally  at  the  trial  was,  that  the  objection 
must  prevail ;  we  have  taken  time  to  consider  it,  and  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  with  some  reluctance,  that  the 
objection  must  succeed,  and  that  a  verdict  ought  to  be 
entered  for  the  defendant.  It  is  very  remarkable,  that  by 
this  act  of  Parliament,  the  assessments  which  used  to  be 
returned  into  this  Court  are  now  returned  to  the  office  of 
the  Commissioners  of  Taxes,  and  are  to  be  kept  there, 
and  yet  the  person  who  is  in  arrear  is  made  liable  to 
pay  the  arrear  as  a  debt  upon  record.  The  docu- 
ment which  is  made  returnable  by  the  act  of  ParUament 
is  kept  by  the  commissioners  in  Somerset  House ;  and 
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1838. 

Attorney- 
General 

Sewell. 


though,  doubtless,  the  object  of  the  act  was  Tery  correct, 
it  is  very  unfortunate  that  the  words  *'  shall  be  recoverable 
as  a  debt  upon  record"  were  used.  We  know  of  no  means 
to  recover  it  as  a  debt  upon  record  but  by  scire  facias  or 
extent,  or  filing  an  information  upon  the  record  itself. 
Here,  there  is  nothing  stated,  but  that  there  was  an  assess- 
ment and  a  warrant. 

Rule  absolute. 


SrRLB  r.  WATKKWOKTIf. 

^romi^*'°note    I^J^^BT  upon  a  promissory  note,  dated  the  gSrd  of  Janu- 
payabie  twelve    ary,  1837,  and  made  by  the  defeiulant  fur  24/.  U.  4</., 

months  after  _  •!«  it  t         t   *      *n*  % 

dtite.ihedefeDd-      valuc  received,    payable  to  the  plaintiti  or  order  twelve 
that  one  J.  w.     Doonths  after  date.     There  was  also  a  count  upon  an  ac- 

before  and  at 
the  time  of  his 
death,  was  in- 
debted to  the 
plaintiff  in  a 
certain  sum, 
and  that  the 
plaintiff,  after 
the  death  of 
J.  W.,  and 
before  the 
making  of  the 
note,  applied 
to  the  defend- 
ant for  pay- 
ment thereof; 
whereupon  the 
defendant,  in 
compliance  with 


count  stated.  Plea,  as  to  the  first  count  of  the  declara- 
tion, that  one  J.  Water  worth,  before  and  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  to  wit,  on  the  2ihI  of  January,  1837,  was  in- 
debted to  the  plaintifi^  in  a  certain  sum  of  money,  to  wit, 
24/.  1^.  4d.,  for  the  price  and  value  of  goods  by  the  plain- 
tiff* then  sold  and  delivered  to  the  said  J.  Waterworth, 
which  sum  was  due  and  owing  to  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time 
of  the  making  the  said  promissory  note  in  the  first  count 
mentioned,  and  the  plaintiff,  after  the  death  of  the  said 
J.  Waterworth,  and  before  the  making  of  the  said  note,  to 
wit,  on  the  2nd  of  January,  1837,  applied  to  the  defend- 
the  said  request,  ant  for  payment  thereof,  whereupon,  in  compliance  with 
of  J.  w.,  for  the  said  request,  the  defendant,  after  the  death  of  the  said 
of  thlMir*"^  J. Waterworth,  for  and  in  respect  of  the  said  debt,  so  then 
debt,  and  for       remaininfj  due  to  the  plaintiff,  as  aforesaid,  and  for  no 

no  other  con-  .  . 

sideration  what-  Other  Consideration  whatever,  then  made  and   delivered 

ever,  then  made 
and  delivered 

the  note  to  the  plaintiff:  that  J.  W.  died  intestate,  and  that,  at  the  time  of  the  making  and  de-> 
livery  of  the  note  as  aforesaid,  no  administration  had  been  granted  of  the  estate  and  effecta  of 
the  said  J.  W.,  nor  war  there  at  that  time  any  executor  or  executrix  of  his  estate  and  effecta,  nor 
waa  there  any  person  liable  at  that  time  for  the  said  debt  so  remaining  due  to  the  plaintiff  aa  mlfore- 
said.  Replication,  de  injuria: — Heid,  that  as  the  note  prima  &cie  imported  coosideratioo,  Uie 
pica  was  iNid,  for  want  of  an  averment  that  there  were  no  assets. 
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the  Btfid  note  to  the  plaintiff.     And  the  defendant  further         1838. 
says,  that  the  said  J. Waterworth  died  intestate,  to  wit,  on        ^ 
the  same  day  and  year  aforesaid)  and  that  at  the  time  of  the  «- 

making  and  delivering  of  the  said  note,  as  aforesaid,  to  the 
plaintiff,  as  aforesaid,  no  administration  had  been  granted 
of  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  said  J.  Waterworth,  nor 
was  there  at  that  time  any  executor  or  executrix  of  the 
estate  and  effects  of  the  said  J.  Waterworth,  nor  was  there 
at  that  time  any  person  liable  for  the  said  debt  so  remain- 
ing due  to  the  plaintiff,  as  aforesaid.  Verification.  Re- 
plication de  injuria,  upon  which  issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Paiieson,  J.,  at  the  last  Spring  As- 
sizes for  the  county  of  York,  it  appeared  that  J.  Water- 
worth,  the  husband  of  the  defendant,  had  carried  on 
the  business  of  a  hair-dresser,  and  died  on  the  3rd  of 
October,  1836.  The  defendant  continued  to  reside  in  the 
bouse  which  adjoined  the  shop,  but  there  was  no  evidence 
of  her  having  carried  on  the  business  since  her  husband's 
death.  On  the  31st  of  December,  the  defendant  caused 
an  inventory  to  be  made  of  her  husband's  effects,  and  they 
were  valued  at  921.  On  the  ZSrd  of  January,  1837,  the 
plaintiff  sent  an  account  to  the  defendant  of  a  debt  due 
from  her  late  husband,  upon  which  she  gave  to  him  the 
note  in  question.  Letters  of  administration  were  granted 
to  her  on  the  6th  of  March,  1837.  A  verdict  having  been 
found  for  the  defendant, 

Wig/iiman,  moved  for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto, 
on  the  ground  that,  as  there  was  a  forbearance  of  the  debt 
for  twelve  months,  there  appeared  a  good  consideration 
on  the  face  of  the  plea  (a). 

Cresswell  and  Addison  shewed  cause. — The  plea  is  good 
in  law :  it  is  in  efiect  a  plea  that  there  was  no  considera- 

(a)  It  was  also  contended,  that,     which  point  the  Court  decided  in 
under  the  circumstances,  the  de-      the  negative, 
fendant  was  executrix  de  son  tort; 
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1838.        tion  for  the  note.    At  the  time  the  defendant 
'  notice  of  the  debt  due  from  her  late  husband  to  the  plain- 

Seklb 

«.  tiff,  there  was  no  person  liable  to  pay  that  debt.    The  case 

has  been  put  upon  the  ground  of  forbearance ;  but  there 
could  be  no  injury  to  the  plaintiff  if  no  person  was  liable 
in  law  to  pay  the  debt.  Jones  v.  Ashburnham  (a)  is  in 
point.  There,  the  plaintiff  declared  that  A.,  since  de- 
ceased, was  indebted  to  him  in  a  certain  sum,  and  that 
after  his  death,  in  consideration  of  the  premises  and  that 
he,  at  the  instance  of  the  defendant,  would  forbear  and 
give  day  of  payment  for  the  debt,  the  defendant  pro- 
mised &c.,  and  it  was  held  on  demurrer  that  there  was 
no  consideration  for  the  promise  :  for  a  promise  can  only 
be  sustained  on  a  consideration  of  benefit  to  the  defendant, 
or  of  detriment  to  the  plaintiff.  The  mere  existence  of  a 
debt  due  from  A.  is  no  consideration  of  a  promise  from  B. 
If  the  defendant  had  been  executrix  the  case  would  have 
been  different,  since  the  benefit  she  would  receive  from 
the  postponement  of  the  day  of  payment  would  have  been 
a  good  consideration  for  the  note.  In  Jones  v.  Ashbum* 
hatn^  Lord  EUenborough  says,  '*  It  is  a  known  rule  of  law 
that  to  make  a  promise  obligatory,  there  must  be  some 
benefit  to  the  party  making  it,  or  some  detriment  to  the 
party  to  whom  it  is  made,  otherwise  it  is  considered  as  a 
nudum  pactum  and  cannot  be  enforced.  Ridout  v.  £r»#- 
tow  (b)  will,  no  doubt,  be  relied  upon  by  the  other  side ; 
but  that  case  is  distinguishable,  for  there,  the  note  was 
expressed  to  be  given  **  for  value  received  by  my  late  hus- 
band." Here,  the  defendant  is  not  stated  to  be  the  widow 
of  J.  Waterworth,  and  for  any  thing  that  appears  on 
the  plea  she  may  be  a  mere  stranger.  It  is  admitted,  that 
a  note  prim&  facie  imports  a  consideration,  but  here,  the 
want  of  it  is  averred  in  the  plea. 

(a)  4  East.  455.  (6)  1  C.  &  J.  231. 
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Wigklman,  contra. — ^The  plea  is  bad  in  point  of  law.  1^38. 
The  note  suspends  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  for  8^11.1 
twelve  months,  which  is  a  sufficient  consideration  for  it.  •• 

Suppose  the  defendant  bad  pleaded  that  she  was  in  pos- 
session of  her  husband's  goods  and  was  about  to  take  out 
administration,  and  that  being  pressed  for  this  debt  she 
gave  the  note  in  question,  could  that  be  considered  a 
good  plea?  In  JRidout  v.  Brisiow  the  jury  found  that 
there  was  a  consideration  for  the  note,  but  that  was  not 
left  to  them  here.  [Akterson,  B.-^The  question  there  was, 
whether  as  the  note  was  expressed  to  be  for  the  debt  of 
her  late  husband,  it  necessarily  imported  a  want  of  consi- 
deration, and  it  was  held  that  it  did  not.]  The  fact  of 
her  being  entitled  to  take  out  admmistration,  and  being  in 
possession  of  the  goods  is  sufficient  to  make  the  note 
valid  as  against  her. 

Lord  Abimobr,  C.  B. — The  real  question  in  this  case, 
is,  whether  upon  the  face  of  the  plea,  there  appears  to  be 
any  consideration  for  the  note,  as  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant ;  and  it  seems  to  me  that  there  is.  The 
plaintiff  by  receiving  the  note  had  placed  himself  in  the 
situation  not  to  sue  for  the  debt  of  the  husband  until 
twelve  months  had  expired.  As  it  is  not  stated  in  the 
plea,  that  there  were  no  assets,  the  taking  the  note  amounts 
to  a  promise  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  he  would 
take  no  measures  to  recover  the  debt,  until  the  note  be- 
came due. 

Parke,  B. — Primfi  facie,  there  b  a  good  consideration 
for  the  note.  The  question  then  is,  whether  the  plea  dis- 
tinctly shews  that  there  was  in  fact  no  consideration.  If 
it  had  averred  that  there  were  no  assets  at  all,  the  plea 
would  have  shewn  a  want  of  consideration ;  but  there  is  no 
such  averment.  The  effect,  then,  of  receiving  the  note  is 
to  tie  up  the  plaintiff's  hands  as  against  the  defendant  for 
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1838. 


Serle 

0. 

Waterworth. 


twelve  months :  it  is  an  agreement  to  Forbear  his  remedy, 
in  case  she  took  out  administration.  I  cannot  say  whether 
the  eftect  of  the  note  would  be  to  conclude  the  plaintiff 
from  suing  a  third  person — upon  that  point  I  give  no  opi-> 
nion.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  where  a  person  gives 
a  promissory  note  at  a  certain  date  to  another,  the  latter 
is  precluded  from  suing  for  the  debt,  during  the  time  men- 
tioned in  the  note,  and  that  being  so  here,  it  is  a  sufficient 
forbearance  to  constitute  a  consideration.  This  view  of 
the  case  corresponds  with  the  opinion  expressed  by  Bay^ 
ley,  J.9  in  Ridoui  v.  Bristow :  judgment  must  therefore  be 
entered  for  the  plaintiff,  non  obstante  veredicto. 

Alderson,  B. — ^All  the  averments  contained  in  the 
plea  were  satisfactorily  proved  ;  the  only  question  then  is, 
whether  it  is  a  good  plea  or  not.  Ridout  v.  Bristow,  de- 
termines that  a  promissory  note  prima  facie  imports  con- 
sideration ;  unless  therefore,  the  plea  negatives  all  consider- 
ations, the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  upon  the  note. 
Conbistently  with  this  plea,  there  is  a  consideration^  inas- 
much as  the  party  is  precluded  from  suing,  during  the  time 
the  note  had  to  run. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  non  obstante 
veredicto. 


Corner  v.  Showe. 

JLN  this  case  (vide  ante,  p.  584*,)  a  rule  had  been  made 
absolute  for  arresting  the  judgment  on  the  ground  of  a 
misjoinder  of  counts,  two  being  against  the  defendant  in 
his  personal  capacity,  and  one  against  him  as  executor. 

Piatt,  in  the  same  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  vary  the 
terms  of  that  rule,  and  for  a  venire  de  novo  to  issue. 

Ibr  arresting 

the  judgment  was  ditpo«ed  of»  but  in  the  same  term,  the  plaintitf  moved  for  a  veuire  de  doto; — 

Htld,  that  the  application  was  not  too  late. 


A  venire  de 
novo  cannot  be 
awarded  where 
general  da- 
mages are  as- 
sessed upon  a 
declaration 
containing  a 
misjoinder  of 
counts. 

After  a  rule 
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Chttfmell  shewed  cause. — ^First,  the  application  is  too         1838. 
late ;  it  should  have  been  made  pending  the  rule  to  arrest 
the  judgment ;    secondly,  a  venire  de   novo  cannot  be  «• 

Shows 

awarded,  as  the  objection  is  to  the  whole  declaration. 
Where  there  is  a  general  ass^essment  of  damages,  and  one 
count  is  defective,  a  venire  de  novo  may  issue — Leach  v. 
Thomas  (a)  :  but  not,  as  in  this  case,  where  all  the  counts 
are  equally  good,  and  the  objection  consists  only  in  the 
misjoinder  of  them.  In  the  former  instance,  the  verdict 
may  be  applied  to  the  good  count,  but  in  the  latter,  as 
here,  the  defect  is  incurable. 

Platt^  contra. — The  application  is  not  too  late. 

Parke,  B. — The  Court  have  no  difficulty  upon  that 
point.  There  was  no  formal  judgment  for  arresting  the 
judgment,  and  the  application,  b^ing  so  soon  after  the 
determination  of  the  rule,  was  in  time. 

PlaiL — Then  a  venire  de  novo  may  be  awarded.  In 
Clement  v.  Lewis  (6)  the  counts  were  all  good,  but  there, 
the  jury  found  for  the  defendant  on  six  out  of  eight  pleas, 
and  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  residue  of  those  pleas,  and  on 
the  first  without  assessing  damages :  and  the  Court  awarded 
a  venire  de  novo  to  try  the  first  and  the  last  issues,  as  far 
as  related  to  the  pleas  on  which  the  finding  was  for  the 
plaintiff.  [Parke,  B. — In  that  case  the  jury  had  omitted 
to  assess  the  damages  on  some  of  the  counts.]  It  is  ad- 
mitted that,  where  the  declaration  contains  some  good  and 
some  bad  counts,  and  the  jury  have  found  separate  da- 
mages on  each  count,  the  plaintiff  may  enter  a  remittitur 
damna  as  to  the  bad  counts,  and  then  the  verdict  would 
stand  for  the  residue.  So,  in  the  present  case,  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  jury  to  find  separate  damages  upon  each 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  612.  (b)  3  B.  &  B.  297. 
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1838.  count.  There  is,  conseqaentlyy  such  a  defective  assesement 
of  damages  as  will  warrant  the  Court  in  awarding  a  yenire 
de  novo.  Other  instances  in  which  a  venire  de  novo  has 
been  awarded  will  be  found  in  Grant  v.  Asile  (a),  Wiiham 
V.  Lewis  (6),  Tidd's  Practice  (c). 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Parke,  B.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. — 
In  this  case,  a  rule  was  made  absolute  in  Easter  Term  last  to 
arrest  the  judgment,  on  the  ground  of  misjoinder  of  counts, 
two  being  against  the  defendant  in  his  own  right,  and  one 
against  him  as  executor.  During  the  same  term,  a  rule 
nisi  was  obtained  to  vary  the  former  rule,  and  for  a  venire 
de  novo  to  issue,  and  cause  was  shewn  against  the  rule. 

One  objection  was,  that  the  application  came  too  late 
after  the  former  rule  was  pronounced  ;  but  the  Court  dis- 
posed of  that  objection  on  the  argument. 

The  other  was,  that  a  venire  de  novo  could  not  be 
awarded  in  such  a  case.  It  had  been  decided  in  Leaeh 
V.  Thomas  that  where  general  damages  are  assessed  upon 
a  declaration  containing  one  breach  ill  assigned,  a  venire 
de  novo  ought  to  be  awarded,  a  question  which  before 
that  time  had  been  considered  doubtful,  as  there  were 
apparently  conflicting  authorities  upon  it.  Yet  it  is  re- 
markable that  such  a  doubt  should  exist,  as  this  case  had 
been  provided  for  by  an  ancient  rule  of  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench,  M.  T.  1654,  which  states,  **  that  where  a  verdict 
finds  entire  damages,  where  damages  are  the  principal, 
and  part  not  actionable,  the  judgment  may  be  arrested, 
yet  by  a  rule  of  court  a  venire  facias  de  novo  may  issue  as 
upon  an  ill  verdict ;  and  upon  the  new  trial  the  party  may 
sever  his  damages.*'  And  a  similar  rule  exists  of  the  date 
of  1654,  in  the  Common  Pleas,  which  was  acted  upon  in 


(fl)  2  Doug.  722.  {h)  1  Wilson,  48. 

{c)  Ninth  edition,  p.  922. 
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that  Court  in  the  case  of  Smiih  v.  Howard  {a)f  and  Auger        1838. 

V.  Wilkins  (Jb\  and  see  Eddowes  v.  Hopkins  (c).  Corhbr 

But  it  is  admitted  that  there  is  no  precedent  of  such  a  v* 

Shows. 

proceeding  where  there  is  a  misjoinder  of  counts^  and  the 
damages  have  not  been  severally  assessed  ;  and  judgment 
has  been  arrested  absolutely  in  some  reported  cases.  It 
was  done  in  Corbett  Y^Packington  (d),  and  judgment  was 
reversed  for  a  similar  objection  in  Herrenden  v.  Palmer  {d). 
No  question  appears  to  have  been  raised  in  either  case  as 
to  the  right  or  duty  of  the  Court  to  award  a  venire  de 
novo,  and  therefore  none  of  these  cases  are  decisive  au- 
thorities  upon  this  question.  But  the  absence  of  any  in- 
timation in  the  cases  or  books  (and  we  have  not  been  able 
to  find  any)  as  to  the  power  to  grant  a  venire  de  novo  in 
such  a  case,  makes  us  pause  before  we  adopt  this  pro- 
ceeding. The  difference  between  this  case  and  that  pro- 
vided for  by  the  rule  of  Court,  and  sanctioned  by  the  de- 
cision in  Leach  v.  Thomas^  is  slight;  still  there  is  a  differ- 
ence in  the  principle,  and  we  do  not  feel  ourselves,  in  the 
absence  of  all  authority,  warranted  in  disregarding  it. 

A  venire  de  novo  can  only  be  granted  on  what  appears 
to  the  Court  on  record,  and  unless  the  record  warrants  it, 
it  will  be  error  to  grant  it ;  and  it  proceeds  (where  the 
jury  have  been  regularly  summoned  and  impannelled)  on 
a  suggestion  of  their  misbehaviour,  LewU  d.  The  Earl  of 
Derby  v.  Witham  {e).  Where  there  is  an  improper  or 
defective  verdict,  on  which,  if  perfect,  the  Court  could  give 
judgment,  the  jury  have  misconducted  themselves,  and  the 
case  of  a  general  assessment  of  damages  on  a  declaration, 
with  a  bad  count  or  breach,  may  fall  within  this  rule,  for 
it  may  be  presumed  that  the  jury  were  instructed  as  to 
the  law,  and  told  to  disregard  the  part  of  the  declaration 

(a)  Barnes's  Notes,  478.  (c)  Doug.  376. 

(6)  Id.  480.  (<0  Hob.  88. 

(«)  2Str.ll85. 


692  CASES  ON  POINTS  OP  PRACTICR,   EXCH. 

1838.  which  was  not  actionable,  or  to  assess  the  damages  seve- 
rally ;  and  in  such  a  case  an  award  of  venire  de  novo  may 
be  made  **  as  on  an  ill  verdict  **  to  use  the  language  of  the 
old  rule.  In  that  case,  the  verdict,  if  good,  and  confined 
to  the  good  count  or  breach,  or  capable  of  being  applied 
to  it,  would  at  once  authorize  and  require  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  Court  ex  officio  would  be  bound  to  award 
it,  overlooking  the  bad  count  or  breach.  But  where  the 
counts  are  both  good  but  misjoined,  the  jury  ought  to  as- 
sess the  damages  on  all  the  counts,  as  each  is  actionable ; 
and,  but  for  the  misjoinder,  judgment  might  be  given  on 
each ;  and  if  the  damages  had  been  assessed  on  each  se- 
verally, that  would  have  been  of  no  avail,  for  the  Court 
could  not  have  given  any  judgment  at  all  ex  officio,  and 
further  acts  of  the  plaintiff  in  releasing  the  damages  on 
one  or  the  other  counts  would  be  necessary.  If  indeed  it 
were  a  matter  of  discretion  in  the  Court  to  grant  or  refuse 
such  a  writ,  it  would  admit  of  a  question,  whether  it  would 
not  be  reasonable  to  do  it  in  order  to  enable  the  plaintiff 
to  make  an  election,  which  he  had  omitted  to  make  at  the 
proper  period  before ;  and  in  that  case  it  would  be  fitting 
also  to  consider,  whether  he  ought  not  to  pay  the  costs  of 
such  a  proceeding.  But  it  is  clearly  a  matter  of  duty  on 
the  Court  to  grant  the  writ  or  to  refuse  it ;  an  improper 
refusal  is  a  ground  of  error,  and  it  cannot  well  be  error  in 
the  Court  to  refuse  a  writ,  the  granting  of  which  would 
not  necessarily  enable  the  Court  to  give  judgment  one  way 
or  the  other. 

For  these  reasons  we  think  that  the  rule  must  be  dis- 
charged. 

Rule  discharged. 
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White  r.  Hislop. 
Assumpsit  for  goods  soia  and  delivered.    Pleas,  non  Whert,  on  iIm 


assumpsit,  and  a  set-on.     The  cause  came  on  for  tnal  the  under- 
before  the  under-sheriff  of  Yorkshire,  when,  the  plaintiff  lodSlTwutf 
having  proved  his  case,  the  attorney  of  the  defendant  Jj*^*P'*®^2j* 
offered  to  give  evidence  in  support  of  the  plea  of  set-off.  tofuyjadg* 
This,  however,  the  under-sheriff  refused  to  receive,  when  cutloii. 
the  defendant's  attorney  tendered  a  bill  of  exceptions,  but 
the  judge  refused  to  put  his  signature  to  it.    The  plain- 
tiff having  obtained  a  verdict, 

W.  H.  Watson  moved  to  stay  the  judgment  and  execu- 
tion, upon  an  affidavit  of  these  facts. 

Per  Curiam. — The  object  of  the  writs  of  trialis  to  ren- 
der the  proceedings  more  convenient  and  less  expensive, 
and  it  would  entirely  defeat  that  object  if  we  were  to  allow 
cases  such  as  this  to  be  brought  before  a  court  of  error. 
When  a  Judge  at  Nisi  Prius  refuses  to  sign  a  bill  of  ex« 
ceptions,  the  party  has  a  remedy  by  action  at  law. 

Rule  refused. 


WicKENS  V.  Cox. 

X  HE  defendant  had  obtained  and  served  an  order  for  xhe  defendant 
particulars  of  the  plaintiff's  demand,  which  order  required  g^^^*^, 
that  all  proceedings  be  in  the  mean  time  stayed.     After-  for  particular!, 

J  ii/»i  ••  11.  iij        which  operated 

wards,  and  before  the  particulars  were  delivered,  the  de-  as  a  etaj  of 
fendant  served  the  plaintiff  with  a  demand  of  declaration,  Skafterwarde 
at  the  bottom  of  which  was  a  notice  that  he  abandoned  demanded  a 

declaration, 
and,  at  the 

foot  of  the  same  paper,  gave  notice  of  his  abandonment  of  the  oideri^^Held,  that  jodgment  of  noa 

pros.,  for  want  of  a  declaration,  was  irregular. 

Quare,  whether  an  order  which  has  been  served  can  be  abandoned  by  mere  notice  to  that  cflTect, 

without  summons. 

VOL.  YI,  AAA  D.  P.  €• 
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18S8«        his  order  for  particulars.    No  declaration  having  been  de- 
livered, judgment  of  non  pros,  was  signed. 


WlOKEVl 
9. 

0Mb 


V.  Lee^  having  obtained  a  rule  to  set  aside  the  judg- 
ment for  irregularity, 

Cowling  shewed  cause. — The  party  who  obtains  a  rule 
or  order  may  abandon  it  provided  he  has  not  acted  upon 
it.  In  M^Dougall  v.  NicholU  {a),  a  judge  at  chambers 
had  indorsed  on  a  summons  the  minutes  of  an  order,  and 
the  party  taking  out  the  summons  refused  to  draw  up  the 
order,  or  to  deliver  up  the  indorsed  summons,  and  the 
Court  refused  to  compel  him  to  do  either,  or  to  direct  the 
judge's  clerk  to  draw  up  the  order  from  the  minutes  of 
counsel.  [Parke,  B. — There,  the  order  had  not  been 
served,  and  till  then,  there  is  a  locus  pcenitentiae.  Here, 
the  order  is  absolute  for  a  stay  of  proceedings,  and  the 
question  is  whether  that  can  be  got  rid  of  without  a  sum- 
mons to  set  it  aside.]  Kirby  v.  Snowden  (A)  shews  that 
the  order  for  particulars  may  be  used  as  a  pretext  for  not 
proceeding  with  the  action.  The  defendant  served  an 
order  for  particulars  before  declaration.  After  waiting 
three  months,  the  plaintiff*  refused  to  go  on  with  the  action 
or  to  enter  a  stet  processus,  and  the  Court  refused  to  com- 
pel him  so  to  do.  [Parke,  B. — The  defendant  may  get 
rid  of  the  order  by  taking  out  a  summons  to  set  it  aside. 
Alderson,  B. — The  Judge  would  perhaps  make  such  an 
order  ex  parte.] 

Lee,  contra. — The  case  of  APDougall  v.  NicholU  is 
clearly  inapplicable,  since  there  the  order  had  not  been 
served.  Here,  the  notice  of  abandonment  was  at  all  events 
a  nullity,  as  it  was  subsequent  to  the  demand  of  declara- 
tion,  being  written  at  the  foot  of  the  same  paper. 

(a)  3  A.  &  E.  813.  (b)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  191. 
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Pakke,  B. — ^The  judgment  was  clearly  irregular.     The        1838. 
demand  of  declaration  comes  firsts  and  then  the  notice 
of  abandonment  of  the  order.     The  defendant  shouldi  at 
all  events,  have  given  the  notice  first. 

BoLLANDi  Aldbrson,  and  GurneY)  Bs.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


Cooper  v.  Whitm arsh. 

XN  this  case  issue  was  joined  on  the  3rd  of  May,  and  Whertnodee 
notice  of  trial  given  for  the  sittings  which  were  on  the  f^^  ^^^  ||df  ^^° 
12th.    The  venue  was  in  London,  and  the  defendant  re-  Jo«ni«Bent  day, 

'  a  notice  of 

sided  within  forty  miles.     It  appeared  that  the  l^th  of  countermand 
May  was  an  adjournment  day  only  until  the  16th.     Upon  to  the  day  to 
the  14th,  the  plaintiff  gave  notice  of  countermand.     Cur*  ^tourned^i**^ 
wood  having  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  plain-  ^^  ^^* 
ti£r  should  not  pay  the  costs  of  the  day,  for  not  proceeding 
to  trial  pursuant  to  his  notice, 

R.  V.  Richards  shewed  cause. 

Parke.  B. — ^The  notice  of  countermand  is  clearly  too 
late.    The  plaintiff  must  pay  these  costs. 

Rule  absolute. 


Cook  v.  Vaughan. 

JMLANSEL  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  bail-  Where  the 
bond  given  in  this  case  should  not  be  delivered  up  to  be  ^e*defen^ant 
cancelled  on  entering  a  common  appearance.    The  objec-  "  *  "  ^Tsuch 
tion  was,  that  the  writ  of  capias  described  the  defendant  description  was 
as  a  ^*  gentleman,*'  but  in  the  copy  served  on  the  defend-  copy  terred,  the 
ant,  this  description  was  altogether  omitted.     It  was  sub-  {{.^"[JjjlJjJJ^* 
mitted,  that  the  2  Will.  4,  c.  39,  s.  4,  required  an  exact  *o  ^  deiiwed 

*  up  to  be  can- 

copy  of  the  writ  to  be  served  on  the  party  on  whom  the  celled. 

A  A  aS 
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1888.  process  was  executed,  and  that  though  it  was  not  in  strict- 
ness necessary  to  insert  any  addition  in  the  capias,  yet 
it  having  been  inserted,  it  became  a  material  part,  and 
should  have  been  retained  in  the  copy. 

Wordsworth  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  where 
the  copy  was  substantially  correct,  the  Court  would  not 
set  aside  the  proceedings  for  any  trifling  variance  not 
affecting  the  sense,  or  calculated  to  mislead.  Forbes  r. 
Mason  (a),  Cooper  v.  Wheale  (i),  and  Sutton  y.  Bur'- 
gess  (c)- 

Parke,  B. — In  Sutton  v.  Burgess,  the  objection  was  not 
to  the  copy,  but  the  indorsement  on  it,  which  contained 
words  not  required  by  the  rule  2  H.  T.,  2  Will.  4.  I  re- 
member at  the  time  feeling  considerable  doubt  whether 
the  form  prescribed  by  the  rule  was  not  incorrect,  and 
whether  the  very  words  objected  to,  should  not  have  been 
contained  in  it.  However,  the  objection  in  the  present 
case,  arises  from  an  alleged  non-compliance  with  the  sta- 
tute, the  requisites  of  which  should  be  strictly  pursued. 
I  think  this  cannot  be  said  to  be  a  copy  of  the  writ  itself. 
It  is  true  that  the  insertion  of  the  word  '^ gentleman"  was 
not  required  by  the  act,  but  the  writ  is  not  vitiated  by  it, 
and  the  copy  must  contain  all  that  the  writ  does. 

Alderson,  B. — Smith  v.  Pennell  {d)  is  the  nearest  case 
to  the  present.  There  it  was  held  that  the  omission  of  the 
word  *'  London  "  in  the  indorsement  on  the  copy  of  the 
capias,  was  a  sufficient  cause  for  setting  aside  the  copy. 
Here,  the  addition  cannot  be  rejected  as  surplusage,  and 
it  must  therefore  be  retained  in  the  copy.  Otherwise  you 
might  insert  some  other  word  in  lieu  of  *'  gentleman,"  and 
contend  that  it  would  still  be  a  copy. 

Rule  absolute.  - 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  104.  (c)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  770. 

(6)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  281.  (d)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  664.      . 
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Crowther  r.  Elwell. 

XN  this  case  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  defendant  on  Where  •  de- 
two  of  the  issues  raised »  and  he  claimed  to  be  allowed  the  ^^  JL'me 
costs  of  the  witnesses  in  support  of  them.     The  Master  ?f"f^»}w«>«» 

*^*^  he  if  entitled 

required  an  affidavit  that  **  they  were  material  and  neces*  to  the  cotte  of 
sary  in  support  of  those  issues,  and  that  their  evidence  called  exeiu- 
did  not  apply  in  any  degree  to  the  issues  found  for  the  ^n^nhlST 
plaintiff.*'    The  defendant  produced  an  affidavit  statin^r  '""^  ^"^  "^ 

.  **  of  those  who 

that  ^'although  tlieir  evidence  referred  to  a  certain  extent  wtreahoez- 
to  the  issues  found  against  the  defendant,  still  that  the  pro?e  thiTiiraet 
said  witnesses  were  subpoenaed  by  the  defendant  princi«  *5^^,^*  *• 
pally  and  specifically  with  the  view  to  support  the  issues 
found  for  the  defendant,  and  that  such  witnesses,  in  the 
judgment  and  belief  of  deponent,  spoke  only  generally, 
and  not  materially,  to  the  issues  found  against  the  defend- 
ant.*'   The  Master  considered  this  affidavit  insufficient, 
and  refused  to  allow  the  costs  of  those  witnesses. 

I^e  moved  for  a  rule  calling  on  the  Master  to  review 
his  taxation,  and  referred  to  Knight  v.  Woore  (a),  in  which 
it  was  held  that  a  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  costs  of  wit« 
nesses  called  to  establish  the  issues  on  which  he  eventually 
succeeds,  though  they  may  also  give  evidence  incidentally 
on  the  other  parts  of  the  case.  The  same  principle  was 
laid  down  in  Eades  v.  Everali  (6). 

Aldebson,  B. — I  do  not  understand  the  meaning  of 
the  expression,  that  the  witnesses  were  subpoenaed  ''spe- 
cifically "  with  a  view  to  the  issues  found  for  the  defend- 
ant* In  Eades  v.  Everatt  it  was  sworn  that  they  were 
subpoenaed  ''exclusively"  for  such  issues.  Besides,  it 
does  not  appear  that  they  were  not  examined  in  chief  in 

(a)  Ante,  Vol  6,  p.  487.  {h)  Ante,  Vol,  3,  p.  687. 
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18^8. 


Crowther 

0. 

Elwill. 


support  of  the  other  issues,  and  if  they  were  used  to  dis- 
prove any  part  which  has  been  found  for  the  plaintiff^  bow 
can  the  defendant  be  entitled  to  the  costs  of  them?  The 
only  definite  rule  is  that  laid  down  in  Lardnerv.  Did  {a), 
namely,  that  the  defendant  is  not  to  be  allowed  the  costs 
of  witnesses  called  as  well  to  disprove  the  issues  found  for 
the  plaintiff  as  to  prove  those  found  for  the  defendant. 


Rule  refused. 


(a)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  dSa. 


A  general  plea 
of  payment 
muit  be  taken 
to  be  pleaded 
to  the  particular 
fum  for  which 
the  action  it 
brought:  there- 
fore, where 
the  defendant 
pleaded  that 
he  had  paid  to 
the  plaintiff 
lums  amounting 
to  the  monies 
mentioned  in 
the  declaration; 
and  it  appeared 
that  he  bad  in 
fiict  paid  such 
sums,  but  that 
the  plaintiff 
went  for  a  ba- 
lance due  be- 
yond their 
amount: — 
Held,  that  the 
plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  a 
verdict,  and 
that  it  was  not 
necessary  for 
him  to  new 
assign. 


Freeman  v.  Crafts. 

JLlEBT. — The  first  count  stated  that  defendant  was  in- 
debted to  the  plaintiff  in  10/.  for  goods  sold  and  delivered. 
Second  count  in  10/.  for  work  and  materials.  Third  count 
in  10/.  for  money  due  on  an  account  stated.  The  defend- 
ant pleaded  that  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  he 
paid  to  the  plaintiff  divers  sums  of  money  amounting  in 
the  whole  to  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  amount  of 
all  the  several  alleged  debts  and  monies  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge,  &c.  Repli- 
cation, that  he  did  not  pay  modo  et  forma. 

At  the  trial  before  the  under-sheriff  of  Middlesex,  the 
defendant  proved  the  payment  of  sums  equal  to  the 
amount  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  but  the  claim  being 
for  a  balance  due  after  deducting  the  sums  so  paid,  a  ver- 
dict was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  with  liberty  for  the  de- 
fendant to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  if  the  Court  should  be 
of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  new  assigned. 

Corrie  now  moved  accordingly.  The  defendant  having 
proved  the  payment  of  sums  equal  to  the  amount  men* 
tioned  in  the  declaration,  is  entitled  to  a  verdict  upon 
these  pleadings.    If  the  plaintiff  meant  to  rely  upon  a  claim 
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beyond  the  amount  paid,  he  should  have  new  assigned.  1838. 
Collins  V.  Aaron  (a)  seems  in  favour  of  the  proposition 
contended  for :  there,  the  plaintiff*  declared  in  assumpsit 
for  goods  sold,  and  in  his  particulars  claimed  85/.  due 
upon  the  balance  of  an  account.  The  defendant  pleaded 
payment  of  333L  which  had  been  in  fact  paid  before  the 
balance  was  struck ;  the  plaintiff*  then  obtained  an  order  to 
amend  his  declaration  by  increasing  the  amount  claimed, 
and  the  Court  seemed  to  think  such  amendment  necessary 
in  order  to  enable  the  plaintiff^  to  recover. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Your  plea  means  that  you  have 
paid  the  sum  for  which  the  action  is  brought,  or  it  means 
nothing. 

Alderson,  B. — Look  at  the  plea  of  license  in  an  action 

of  trespass ;  there,  if  the  complaint  is  of  several  trespasses, 

and  the  plea  is  general,  the  defendant  must  shew  a  license 

co-extensive  with  the  trespasses  proved.     So,  under  the 

plea  of  payment,  you  must  shew  a  payment  of  the  sum  the 

plaintiff  is  going  for.     We  have  had  occasion  to  consider 

the  effect  of  a  general  plea  of  payment,  and  have  come  to 

the  resolution  of  not  allowing  new  assignments  to  such  a 

plea. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  1  Arnold,  54. 


Hayward  v.  Giffard  and  Grove. 

fwERVIS  had  obtained  a  rule,  calling  on  one  Greorge  The  Court 
Spencer  to  shew  cause  why  he  should  not  forthwith  pay  rttrangerto 
to  the  defendants  the  amount  of  the  costs  taxed  in  this   ***•  ^^^  ^ 

pay  Uie  coiu 

case,  on  a  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  and  also  the  of  an  action^ 

costs  of  this  application.     The  defendant  Giffard,  was  appMnfrom 

clerk  to  the  trustees  acting  under  an  act  of  Parliament  |Sjtl!i1i  ro'b- 

for  paving,  lighting,  and  improving  the  district  called  Tot-  '^^•^r  * 

party  to  It. 


roo 
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bill  Fields^  and  the  defendant  Grove,  was  a  constable  em* 
ployed  by  the  trustees,  to  make  a  distress  for  rates  upon 
certain  premises  in  the  district,  occupied  by  the  plaintiff 
as  tenant  to  Spencer.  The  present  action  arose  out  of  an 
alleged  wrongful  distress.  The  affidavits  stated  a  variety 
of  facts  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  Spencer  was  the 
real  plaintiff,  and  not  Hay  ward,  and  it  was  also  alleged 
that  Hayward  was  a  pauper  and  had  absconded. 

Rogers  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  there  was  no 
authority  for  making  a  person  liable  for  costs,  who  was  not 
a  party  to  the  record.  The  ordinary  application  for  secu- 
rity for  costs  was  in  effect  for  a  stay  of  proceedings, 
Adams  v.  Brown  (a).  The  practice  in  ejectment  affords 
no  analogy,  for  that  action  proceeded  entirely  upon  a  fic- 
tion. In  Berkeley  v.  Dimery  (6),  which  was  an  action  of 
trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  close, 
and  cutting  heath,  &c.,  it  appeared  that  the  trespasses 
were  committed  by  the  direction  of  one  Hill,  but  the 
Court  refused  a  rule  calling  on  Hill  to  shew  cause  why  he 
should  not  pay  the  costs,  and  they  observed  that  in  eject- 
ment, the  tenant  in  possession  must  be  sued,  and  that  the 
Court  would  not  permit  a  person  to  put  a  pauper  into 
possession^  merely  to  evade  the  costs. 


Jervis  and  Turner  contra,  referred  to  BlewiU  v.  Tre* 
goning  (c),  which  was  a  similar  application  ;  and  urged 
that  though  the  rule  was  there  didCiiarged  on  account  of 
the  insufficiency  of  the  affidavit,  yet  no  ijuestion  was  raised 
as  to  the  power  of  the  Court  to  grant  ouch  an  appltca- 
tion. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — If  this  question  were  to  be  de- 
termined on  the  general  principles  of  equity,  there  can  be 

(a)  9  Bing.  81.  (h)  10  B.  &  C.  113. 

(c)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  404. 


OlFFARD. 
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no  doubt  that  we  ought  to  grant  the  rule.     But  courts  of        1839. 

law  have  no  authority  over  those  who  are  not  parties  to      „    ' 

,  -     „  i.   i_  .  Hatwaed 

the  record,  unless  in  the  case  of  officers  of  their  own       ^   v. 

courts,  or  when  it  is  shewn  that  the  party  against  whom 
the  application  is  made,  has  been  guilty  of  some  crime  or 
contempt.  Even  when  an  order  is  made  in  the  cause,  the 
immediate  thing  commanded  is  a  stay  of  proceedings,  by 
which  means  the  ulterior  object  of  a  security  for  costs  is 
obtained.  So,  in  ejectment,  the  action  is  based  upon  a 
fiction,  and  the  Courts  take  notice  of  the  real  party- 
Rule  discharged. 


Jones  r.  Senior. 

.A.SSUMPSIT. — The  first  count  was  on  a  bill  of  ex-  Auumptitby 
change,  datedi  20th  of  December,  1834,  drawn  by  one  J^ceptoroftwo 
J.  Mabury  upon  and  accepted  by  the  defendant  for  300/.,  **h!^*^"pi 
payable  two  months  after  date  to  the  order  of  J.  Mabury,  thatattbe 

time  of  ftccopt* 

and  by  him  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff.    The  second  count  tog  the  blilt, 
was  on  a  similar  bill  for  220/.,  dated  24th  of  December,  JJ^I'detS* 
1834.     The  first   two  pleas  denied  the  indorsement  by  toJ.  M.  (the 

drawer}^  And 
Mabury.  that  the  biUi 

The  defendant  pleaded  thirdly,  that  before  and  at  the  in*[^^^of 
time  of  accepting  the  bills  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  ^^^  m^Ji, 
the  defendant  was  indebted  to  the  said  J.  Mabury  in  the  before  the  biiu 

beeune  doe.  he 

sum  of  807/.,  and  that  the  said  bills  respectively  were  ac-  (the  defendant) 
cepted  on  account  and  in  respect  of  520/.,  parcel  of  the  oi'erVen^'" 

and,  being  em* 
barrassed  in  his 
circumstances,  by  an  instraroent  in  writing  between  J.  M.,  the  other  persons,  and  defend* 
ant,  ailei  reciting  that  a  proposal  had  been  made  that  the  defendant  should  pay  his  credi- 
tors a  composition  of  7s,  in  the  pound,  they,  the  said  creditors,  promised  and  agreed  to 
and  with  the  defendant,  that  after  payment  of  the  said  composition,  they  would  not  sue,  arrest,  &&» 
the  defendant  for  any  debts  then  due  to  them  from  him,  and  that  in  case  they  should  act  contrary 
thereto  that  instrument  might  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  any  action.  The  plea  then  averred  payment  of 
the  composition,  and  that  J.  M.  paid  to  the  plaintiff  divers  sums  of  money  sufilcient  to  discharge 
and  satisfy  all  consideration  whatsoever  in  respect  of  the  indorsement  of  the  said  bills,  and  all 
sums  of  money  due  from  J.  M.  to  the  plaintiflb  on  the  bills,  and  all  claims  and  demands  of  the 
plaintiff  in  respect  of  the  said  bills.  Replication  de  injurii : — Held,  that  the  plea  waa  in  eflbct  in 
accord  and  satisfection,  and  not  in  excuse,  and  therefore  that  the  replication  de  injurlA  wubad  on 
apcdal  demuner* 


I 
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1888*  same  debts:  and  the  defendant  further  saitb,  that  after 
the  accepting,  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  of  the  said 
bills,  and  before  the  said  bills  or  either  of  them  became 
due  and  payable  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  thereof 
respectively,  to  wit,  on  the  10th  of  February,  1836,  he, 
the  defendant,  was  also  indebted  to  divers  other  persons, 
to  wit,  (naming  them),  hi  divers  sums  of  money,  and  then 
was  embarrassed  in  his  circumstances  and  unable  to  pay 
his  debts  in  full,  and  thereupon  the  defendant  being  so 
indebted  as  aforesaid,  by  a  certain  instrument  in  writing 
then  made  by,  between,  and  among  the  said  J.  Mabury 
and  the  said  several  other  persons,  of  the  first  part ;  and 
the  said  defendant,  of  the  second  part ;  and  bearing  date 
on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  which  said  instru- 
ment was  then  subscribed  as  well  by  the  said  other  per- 
sons, who  then  respectively  set  under  thereunto  and  oppo- 
site to  their  respective  names  the  respective  amounts  of 
their  said  respective  debts,  as  by  the  said  J.  Mabury,  who 
then  set  under  thereunto  and  opposite  to  his  name  the 
said  sum  of  807/.,  reciting,  that  the  defendant  was  in- 
debted to  the  several  persons  parties  thereto,  of  the  first 
part,  in  the  several  sums  of  money  thereunder  set  oppo- 
site  to  their  respective  names,  and  that  a  proposal  had 
been  made  by  the  defendant  to  the  said  several  parties 
thereto,  of  the  first  part,  and  agreed  to  by  them,  that  the 
defendant  should,  on  or  before  the  1st  of  March  then 
next,  pay  to  the  several  creditors  in  the  manner  there- 
inafter mentioned,  a  composition  of  7s»  on  the  amount 
of  their  said  respective  debts ;  and  that  the  defendant 
should  relinquish  and  transfer  to  and  for  the  benefit  of 
the  said  creditors  certain  claims  of  him,  the  defendant, 
upon  certain  mercantile  houses  in  Great  Britain  and 
parts  abroad,  which  composition  of  7^.  in  the  pound 
and  transfer  of  such  claims  were  to  be  in  full  satisfac- 
tion and  discharge  of  the  said  several  debts  owing  to 
the  said  creditors  parties  thereto,  of  the  first  part. 
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aforesaid,  who  had  agreed  in  consideration  thereof  to 
enter  into  and   execute   that  instrument;    and  further 
reciting,  that,  by  an  indenture  bearing  even  date  there<^ 
with,  the  defendant    had    relinquished   and    transferred 
the   said   several  claims   to   the    said    creditors    parties 
thereto,  of  the  first  part,  in  consideration  of  the  pre- 
mises   and    of   the  said   composition,   the   said    several 
creditors  parties  thereto,  of  the  first  part,  did  thereby  for 
themselves,  severally  and  respectively  promise  and  agree 
with  and  to  the  defendant,  that,  after  delivery,  on  or  be- 
fore the  first  day  of  March  then  next,  to  the  said  several 
creditors,  or  one  or  more  of  them,  for  and  on  account  of 
the  rest  of  the  said  indenture  bearing  even  date  therewith, 
and  payment  on  or  before  the  said  last-mentioned  day,  to 
the  said  several  creditors  parties  thereto,  of  the  first  part, 
of  the  said  composition  of  Ts.  in  the  pound,  on  their  said 
several  debts,  in  manner  following:   namely,  Ss.  in  the 
pound  in  cash,  and  2s.  in  the  pound  by  the  defendant's 
acceptances,  nt  six  months'  date,  with  a  sufficient  personal 
guarantee  for  the  due  payment  thereof,  and  all  which  was 
to  be  in  full  discharge  of  the  said  several  debts  owing  to 
them  respectively  by  the  defendant,  they,  the  said  several 
creditors,  or  any  of  them,  their  or  any  of  their  heirs,  exe- 
cutors, administrators,   principals,   partners,  or  assigns, 
should  not,  nor  would  sue,  arrest,  attach,  imprison,  or 
prosecute  the  defendant,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  admini- 
strators, or  his  or  their  lands  or  tenements,  goods  or  chat- 
tels, or  any  of  them,  for  or  on  account  of  any  claims,  debts, 
or  demands  whatsoever,  then  due  to  or  claimed  by  them 
or  any  of  them  from  the  defendant ;  and  that  in  case  they 
or  any  of  them,  the  said  several  creditors  parties  thereto, 
of  the  first  part,  their  or  any  of  their  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns,  principals,  partners,  or  assignSf 
should  act  contrary  thereto,  that  instrument  should  be  a 
full,  absolute,  and  sufficient  release  and  discharge  of  and 
for  such  accounts,  claims,  debts,  and  demands,  and  the 
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defendanti  his  heirs,  executorsi  and  administraton^  and 
his  and  their  lands  and  tenements,  goods  and  chattek 
should  be  for  ever  acquitted,  relessed,  and  discharged 
therefrom ;  and  that  instrument  might  be  pleaded  in  bar 
to  any  action  or  suit  accordingly.  And  also,  that  they,  the 
said  several  creditors  parties  thereto  respectively,  should 
and  would,  on  tender  or  payment  of  the  composition  afore^ 
said,  give  and  deliver  to  the  defendant,  his  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns,  all  bonds,  bills,  notes,  and  other 
securities,  held  by  them,  the  said  several  creditors  respect- 
ively, for  or  in  respect  of  their  said  several  debts,  save 
and  except  any  such,  to  which  there  might  happen  to  be 
parties  jointly  or  collaterally  liable.    And  the  defendant 
further  says,  that  by  a  certain  indenture,  bearing  even 
date  with  the  said  instrument  in  writing,  and  then  made 
between  the  defendant,  of  the  one  part,  and  R.  Saunders 
and  J.  Bishton,  of  the  other  part,  and  then  sealed  with  the 
seal  of  the  defendant,  he,  the  defendant,  assigned,  relin- 
quished, and  transferred  to  the  said  R.  Saunders  and  J» 
Bishton,  the  said  claims  of  him,  the  defendant,  upon  the 
said  mercantile  houses  in  Great  Britain  and  parts  abroad, 
to  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  creditors  parties  to  the 
said  instrument  in  writing.    And  the  defendant  further 
says,  that  afterwards,  and  before  the  1st  of  March,  1835» 
to  wit,  on  the  10th  of  February,  1835,  the  defendant  de- 
hvered  the  said  indenture  to  divers,  to  wit,  two  of  his  said 
creditors,  to  wit,  the  said  R.  Saunders  and  J.  Bishton,  on 
account  of  the  rest  of  his  said  creditors.  And  the  defend- 
ant further  says,  that  after  the  making  of  the  said  inden« 
ture  in  writing,  and  before  the  1st  of  March,  1835,  he, 
the  defendant,  at  the  request  of  the  said  J.  Mabury, 
paid  to  a  certain  person,  to  wit,  one  W.  Fellowes,  for  the 
said  J.  Mabury,  Ss.  in  the  pound  on  the  said  debt  of  the 
said  J.  Mabury,  to  wit,  on  the  sum  of  807/.,  to  wit,  the 
sum  of  201/.  15^.,  and  then,  and  before  the  said  1st  of 
March,  1835^  to  wit,  on  the  said  10th  February,  1835,  at 
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the  like  request  also  delivered  to  the  same  person  for  the        1888. 
said  J.  Mabury,  his,  the  defendant's  acceptance,  with  a 
sufficient  personal  guarantee  for  the  due  payment  thereof, 
at  six  months'  date,  of  2s.  in  the  pound  on  the  said  debt  of 
the  said  J*  Mabury,  to  wit,  on  the  said  sum  of  807/.,  to 
wit,  for  the  sum  of  80/.  145.,  whereof  the  said  J.  Mabury 
then  had  notice,  and  then  was  requested  to  deliver  up  to 
the  defendant  the  said  two  bills  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned ;  and  thereupon  the  said  J.  Mabury  tlien  requested, 
and  the  defendant,  at  the  request  of  the  said  J.  Mabury, 
then  agreed  that  the  said  J.  Mabury  should  have  further 
time  to  procure  and  deliver  up  to  the  defendant  the  said 
two  bills;  and  the  defendant  further  says,  that  after  the 
making  of  the  said  instrument  in  writing,  and  before  the 
said  1st  of  March,   1835,  to  wit,  on  the  said   10th  of 
February,  18Sd,  the  defendant  paid  to  the  said  several 
other  creditors  parties  thereto,  of  the  first  part,  the  said 
composition  of  7^.  in  the  pound  on  their  said  several  debts, 
in  manner  following :  namely,  5^.  in  the  pound  in  cash, 
and  2s.  in  the  pound  by  the  defendant's  acceptances  at  six 
months'  date,  with  a  sufficient  personal  guarantee  for  the 
due  payment  thereof  respectively,  of  all  which  premises 
the  plaintiffs  then  had  notice ;  and  the  defendant  avers, 
that  afterwards,  and  long  before  the  commencement  of  this 
suit,  to  wit,  on  the  said  10th  of  February,  1835,  the  said 
J.  Mabury  paid  to  the   plaintiff,  and   he,  the   plaintiff, 
then  received  from  and  on  account  of  the  said  J.  Mabury, 
divers  sums  of  money,  in  the  whole  amounting  to  a  sum 
sufficient  to  discharge  and  satisfy  all  consideration  what* 
soever  for  or'in  respect  of  the  said  indorsement  of  the 
said  bills  in  the  declaration  mentioned  respectively,  and 
all  sums  of  money  whatsoever  then  due  from  or  by  the 
said  J.  Mabury  to  the  plaintiff  in  respect  of  the  said  bills 
or  either  of  them,  or  otherwise  howsoever,  and  all  claims 
and  demands  whatsoever  of  the  plaintiff  in  respect  of  the 
said  bUls  or  either  of  them,  or  otherwise  on  the  said 
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liM.  J.  Mabury,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  iflOOL  in  full  satisfaction  and 
discharge  of  the  said  bills^  and  of  all  claim  and  demand 
whatsoever  in  respect  of  them  or  either  of  them,  or  other* 
wise;  and  so  the  defendant  says,  that  the  plaintiflp  then 
became,  and  from  thenceforth  continued  to  be,  and  at  the 
time  of  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  were  the  holders 
of  the  same  bills  respectively,  without  any  consideration 
whatever  in  respect  of  their  being  holders  of  the  same 
bills,  or  either  of  them,  or  to  entitle  them  to  the  security 
or  benefit  thereof,  or  of  either  of  them,  in  anywise,  and 
in  fraud  of  the  defendant  and  his  said  creditors. — Verifi* 
cation. 

Replication  de  injurift,  to  which  there  was  a  demurrer 
and  joinder. 

The  points  marked  for  argument  by  the  plaintiffs  were, 
that  the  plea  is  ill  because  it  does  not  allege  that  J.  Ma- 
bury  was  holder  of  the  bills  when  the  instrument  of  com- 
position  was  entered  into,  nor  that  the  debt  was  discharged 
by  the  composition,  nor  that  the  plaintiffs  were  otherwise 
than  bon4  fide  holders  for  value  ;  and  because  it  must  be 
taken  that  the  payments  by  J.  Mabury  to  the  plaintiffs 
were  before  the  bills  fell  due ;  and  because  it  does  not 
allege  that  J.  Mabury  paid  the  bills,  but  merely  alleges 
that  he  paid  them  monies  sufficient  to  pay  them ;  and  be- 
cause it  alleges  an  insufficient  excuse  for  the  nonpayment 
4>f  the  bills  to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  defendant's  points  were : — That  the  replication  is 
ill,  because  it  purports  to  deny  the  excuse  set  up  by  the 
plea,  when  no  excuse  for  nonpayment  of  the  bills,  when 
due,  is  alleged,  and  though  the  plea  shews  matter  in  dis- 
charge of  an  undenied  liability  and  breach  of  promise  to 
pay  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  of  tlie  bills  and  in- 
dorsement. Because  it  assumes,  that  the  material  mat- 
ters of  the  plea  are  merely  in  excuse,  although  those  mat- 
ters do  not,  as  pleaded,  appear,  nor  are,  by  any  matters 
idleged  in  the  replication,  shewn  to  be  merely  mattezs  in 
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excuse.     Because  the  defendant  hav,  by  his  plea,  shewn        1SS8. 
and  claimed  an  interest  in  the  bills,  on  which  the  action  is 
founded,  and  because  the  replication  is  double  and  niulti* 
farious. 

Henderson^  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^This  is  not  a 
plea  in  excuse,  but  in  discharge  of  an  undenied  liability. 
It  is  needless  to  cite  authorities  in  support  of  the  pro- 
position, that  unless  the  plea  shews  matter  in  excuse,  the 
replication  de  injuri&  is  inapplicable.  That  was  clearly 
established  in  Crogaies  case  (a),  and  the  law  there  laid 
down  has  been  since  recognised  in  several  modern  cases. 
Here,  the  plea  in  fact  amounts  to  this,  that  the  plaintifis 
are  not  entitled  to  recover,  because  they  have  already  re- 
ceived satisfaction  from  the  drawer  of  the  bilL  [Parke^  B. 
— One  part  of  the  plea  seems  to  be  matter  of  excuse,  and 
the  other  accord  and  satisfaction :  would  the  plea  be  good 
if  all  the  matters  about  the  composition  were  struck  out?] 
Probably  it  would  not,  as  the  plea  must  shew  that  neither 
the  drawer  nor  indorsee  could  sue ;  but  then  the  plea 
goes  on  to  state  that  the  terms  of  the  deed  were  complied 
with,  which,  as  regards  the  indorsee,  is  mere  matter  of 
discharge.  This  case  does  not  resemble  Isaac  Y.Farrar(ti). 
[Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — The  plea  shews  that  the  plaintiff 
held  the  bills  as  a  trustee  for  Mabury.]  The  plea  does 
not  deny  the  obligation  to  pay  the  bills  when  they  become 
due,  and  the  matter  which  has  subsequently  arisen,  is 
clearly  not  in  excuse,  as  it  does  not  seek  to  purge  the 
breach  of  promise.  [Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — The  plea  does 
not  aver  that  Mabury  paid  the  plaintiff  cr/*/^  the  bills  be- 
came due.]  The  plea  expressly  states,  that  Mabury  paid 
the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  S,000/.,  '^  in  full  satisfaction  and 
discharge  of  the  same  bills,  and  of  all  claim  and  demand 
whatsoever,  in  respect  of  them,  or  either  of  them,  or  other* 

(a)  8  Rep.  66.  (ft)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  750. 
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1888.  wise.**  That  is  a  suflScient  averment,  that  the  payment 
was  made  after  the  bills  were  due.  [Parke,  B. — I  think 
that  averment  shews  the  bills  were  paid  after  they  be« 
came  due.] 

Channell,  contra. — It  is  conceded,  that  the  rule  laid 
down  in  Crogate's  case  must  govern  this ;  but  it  is  con* 
tended  that  this  is  not  a  plea  of  discharge.  It  consists  of 
matter  of  excuse,  and  shews  a  cesser  of  all  consideration 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs.  Suppose  the  payment  had 
been  made  during  the  time  the  bill  was  running,  it  would 
have  been  clearly  matter  of  excuse :  Reynolds  v.  Blaci' 
burn  (a).  It  is  by  no  means  clear,  that  the  payment  was 
made  after  the  bills  became  due,  but  admitting  that  to  be 
the  fact,  a  payment  by  the  drawer  would  not  discharge 
the  acceptor,  who  would  be  still  liable  at  the  suit  of  the 
holder  for  nominal  damages.  Where  the  effect  of  the 
plea  is  to  destroy  the  consideration,  or  to  shew  that  no 
consideration  ever  existed,  that  is  a  plea  in  excuse :  Isaac 
V.  Farrar,  Here,  a  composition  is  made  with  the  drawer 
while  the  bill  is  running,  to  which  the  plaintiffs  are  not 
privy.  It  was  then  necessary  to  go  further,  and  destroy 
the  consideration  between  the  drawer  and  the  plaintiffii'. 
The  effect  of  the  plea  is  in  excuse,  it  states  facts  which 
shewed  that  the  plaintiffs  continued  to  hold  without  con* 
sideration. 

Parke,  B. — It  seems  to  me,  that  this  is  in  effect  a  plea 
of  accord  and  satisfaction :  there  is  nothing  in  the  plea  to 
shew,  that  the  defendant  was  not  Hable  to  pay  the  bills 
when  they  became  due.  What,  then,  is  the  meaning  of  the 
plea?  It  is  this,  that  Mabury  has  paid  every  thing  in  fiilL 
i  But  it  is  said,  that  that  alone  will  not  do,  as  the  plaintiffs 
might  hold  as  trustee  for  Mabury,  but  unless  there  was 

(«)  Ante,  Vol  6,  p.  19. 
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some  agreement  that  the  holder  should  retain  the  billsi  he  183& 
would  not  be  in  the  situation  of  a  trustee  for  the  person 
who  has  paid  them.  The  plea  is  in  substance,  this,  that 
though  I  did  break  the  contract,  by  not  paying  the  bills 
when  they  became  due,  yet  by  what  has  subsequently 
taken  place  between  the  plaintiffs  and  Mabury,  I  am  dis- 
charged from  all  liability.  Whether  or  not,  the  plea  would 
have  been  an  answer  to  the  action,  if  the  last  averment 
stood  alone,  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide*  That  clearly 
is  not  matter  of  excuse.  The  plaintiiFs  may  have  liberty 
to  amend. 

Aldbrson,  B. — The  plea  is  in  discharge!  and  not  in 
excuse. 

Lord  Abinqer,  C.  B.,  concurred. 

Leave  to  amend. 


Reqina  r.  Sheriff  of  Cheshire  in  Goach  v.  Atkinson. 

K^ROMPTON  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi,  for  set«  An  appUattkm 
ting  aside  an  attachment  against  the  sheriff,  on  payment  ^e^db«riffoa 
of  costs.    He  objected  that  the  affidavit,  upon  which  the  putUng  in  iwll, 
rule  had  been  obtained,  did  not  comply  with  the  rule  of  attachnentor 
this  Court  of  H.  T.,  7  Will.  4,  which  required  that  the  j'i^J  jrA^fc^a- 
affidavit  should  state  the  application  to  be  really  and  bond,muitb« 

^^  ^  ^  gronndedonMi 

truly  made  on  the  part  of  the  sheriff*  or  bail,  "  at  his  or  affldaTit  Uwt 
their  own  expense,  and  for  his  or  their  indemnity  only.*'  u^,^^m|^ 
In  the  present  case  the  form  of  affidavit  was,  "  for  bis  only  ^^^^J^ 
indemnity." 

Buitt  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended,  that  the  mean* 
ing  was  substantially  the  same.  Besides,  the  rule  of  the 
King*s  Bench,  M.  T.,  59,  Geo.  3,  used  the  terms,  ''for 
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RsoitrA 

siitriffor 

Cbebhike. 


hit  or  their  only  indemnity/'  and  that  form  was  followed 
by  all  the  books  of  practice  (a). 

pARKEyB. — The  affidavit  should  follow  the  terms  of  the 
rule,  and  is,  thereforei  irregular ;  but  under  the  circam* 
stances,  I  think  an  amendment  ought  to  be  allowed.  Hii 
Lordship  then  stated,  that  the  rule  of  this  Court  was  in« 
tended  to  be  a  transcript  of  that  in  the  Queen's  Bench, 
and  suggested  that  a  new  rule  should  be  drawn  up.  On 
referring,  however,  to  the  original  rule  in  the  Queen*a 
Bench,  it  appeared,  that  the  words  there  used  were,  ^*  for 
his  or  their  indemnity  only,"  and  that  the  rule  had  been 
inaccurately  copied  in  the  2B  &  Aid.  240,  and  from  thebce 
to  the  books  of  practice. 

Amendment  allowed. 


(a)  Tidd.  316;  Archbold,  Srd  edit,  147;  Archbold^s  Practice  of 
Country  Attomies,  1/2. 


HiAM  V.  Smith. 

In jmtctlon of  JjrILLER  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  wliy  the  issue 
feodant  pleaded  delivered  in  this  case,  and  the  writ  of  trial  should  not  be 
on^ol"  which  *°  ^^^  ssidc  for  irregularity.  The  action  was  in  debt  on  sim- 
the  plaintiff        pie  contract,  and  the  defendant  pleaded  several  pleas,  to 

demurred,  and  £»i»ii         i»»/v  i  i.  . 

ftktif  was  Joined  One  of  which  the  plaintirr  demurred,  and  issue  was  joined 
The  plaintiff"  ^"  ^^^  Others.  The  defendant  received  the  issue  with  ft 
gave  notice  of     notice  of  trial  in  the  following  form:— •'  Take  notice,  that 

trial  before  the  ^  ^  °  ^ 

sheriff,  and         the  issucs  joined  in  this  case  will  be  tried  before  the  she- 

that  the  Jury 
would  then 
assess  the 

damages  on 

the  demurrer. 

The  award  of  venire  contained  in  the  issue  was  **  as  well  to  try  the  issues  Joined  as  to  inquire 

what  damages  the  plaintiff  hath  sustained  by  occasion  of  the  premises  whereof  the  parties  have 

put  themselves  upon  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  if  judgment  should  happen  to  be  given  for  tht 

plaintiff."     These  words  were  omitted  in  the  writ  of  trial,  and  the  plaintiff  gave  the  defendant 

notice  that  he  did  not  mean  to  asiesa  the  damsget: — Heldt  that  the  variance  was  ifnmateriiL 


riff  of  Middlesex  at  his  office,  &c.,  and  the  jury  will  then 
assess  the  damages  upon  the  demurrer,  in  case  judgment 
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should  be  given  for  the  plaintiff.*'  The  issue,  after  set-  1838. 
ting  out  the  award  of  venire  in  the  usual  form,  proceeded 
thus : — ''  And  because  it  is  unknown  to  the  Court  here, 
whether  or  not  the  defendant  will  be  convicted  of  the  pre* 
mises  whereof  the  said  parties  have  put  themselves  upon 
the  judgment  of  the  Court,  and  because  it  is  convenient 
and  necessary  that  there  be  but  one  taxation  of  damages 
in  this  suit,  therefore,  as  well  to  try  the  said  issues  above 
joined  between  the  parties  to  be  tried  by  the  country,  as 
to  inquire  what  damages  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  by  oc- 
casion of  the  premises  whereof  the  parties  have  put  them* 
selves  upon  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  if  judgment 
should  happen  to  be  given  for  the  plaintiff,  let  a  jury 
thereupon  come.*'  The  above  words  were  altogether  omit- 
ted in  the  writ  of  trial.  Subsequently,  the  plaintiff  served 
the  defendant  with  a  notice,  that  he  did  not  mean  to  as- 
sess the  damages.  The  defendant  protested  against  the 
irregularity  of  the  proceedings :  but  the  cause  was  tried, 
and  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict. 

MiUer  contended  that  this  case  was  not  distinguishable 
from  Worihington  v.  Wigley  (a),  in  which  it  was  held, 
that  the  omission  to  transcribe  into  the  issue  delivered,  the 
dates  of  the  pleadings,  constituted  a  variance  of  which  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  avail  himself  after  trial,  and  the 
roll  made  up,  although  the  dates  appeared  upon  the  roll. 
That  decision  was  considered  and  approved  of  by  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas,  in  the  case  ofBlisseti  v.  Tenant  {b).  There, 
the  date  of  the  writ  of  summons  was  omitted  in  the  issue 
and  inserted  in  the  writ  of  trial,  and  the  Court  considered 
the  variance  a  sufficient  ground  for  setting  aside  the  trial. 
[Alderson^  B. — That  is  a  different  case,  the  issue  is  re- 
quired to  be  in  a  particular  form,  and  is  to  begin  with  a 
recital  of  the  writ  of  summons.     Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — 

(a)  Aate^  VoL  5,  p.  209.  (ft)  Ante,  p.  436. 
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The  plaintiff  has  given  you  notice  that  he  does  not  mean 
to  assess  contingent  damages  on  the  demurrer,  then  that 
statement  must  be  considered  as  struck  out  of  the  issue.] 
BUssett  V.  Tenant  shews  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  ob- 
tained a  Judge*s  order  to  nmend  the  issue*  [Lord  Abin* 
ger,  C.  B. — I  am  glad  that  I  am  not  a  party  to  that  deci* 
sion:  such  cases  instead  of  facilitating  justice  are  rather 
opposed  to  it. 

Rule  refused. 


The  notice  at 
the  foot  of  a 
declaration  in 
proceedings  by 
ejectment  pur- 
•uant  to  1  Geo. 
4,  c.  87, 1. 1, 
mnit  require 
the  tenant  to 
appear  on  the 
Jbrtt  day  of 
term,  whether  it 
is  a  country  or 
a  town  cause. 


Dob  d.  Holder  r.  Rushwortii  and  Another. 

JjIARTIN  had  obtained  a  rule,  calling  on  J.  Rushworthi 
the  tenant  in  possession,  to  shew  cause  why,  upon  being 
admitted  defendant  he  should  not,  besides  entering  into 
the  common  rule,  and  giving  the  common  undertakingi 
undertake  in  case  of  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  to  give  him 
a  judgment  to  be  entered  against  the  real  defendant^  of 
the  term  next  preceding  the  time  of  trial.  And  also  why 
he  should  not  enter  into  a  recognizance  by  himself  and 
two  sufficient  sureties  in  a  reasonable  sum,  to  be  fixed  by 
the  Court,  and  within  any  time  the  Court  should  direct 
conditioned  to  pay  the  costs  and  damages  which  should 
be  recovered  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  action  ;  or  why  in  de- 
fault thereof,  judgment  should  not  be  entered  for  the 
plaintiff,  pursuant  to  the  statute  1  Geo.  4,  c.  87,  a.  1. 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  that  this  was  a  country 
cause,  and  that  the  notice  at  the  foot  of  the  declaration, 
was  in  the  following  form : — "  Take  notice  according  to 
the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
that  you,  and  each  of  you,  do  appear  in  next  Trinity 
Term,  then  and  there  to  be  made  defendants  in  this  ac« 
tion  of  ejectment,  and  then  and  there  to  enter  into  a  re« 
cognizance  by  yourself,  and  two  sufficient  sureties,  in  such 
sum  as  the  said  Court  shall  think  reasonable  conditioned 
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to  pay  the  costs  and  damagesi  which  shall  be  recovered        1838. 
in  this  action^  if  the  said  Court  shall  so  order.*'  ^^ 


Plaii  and  Archbold  shewed  cause.  The  notice  is  de- 
fective. The  statute  enacts,  that  the  landlord  may  at  the 
foot  of  the  declaration,  address  a  notice  to  the  tenant  re- 
quiring him  to  appear  in  Court  ^*  on  the  first  day  of  the 
term  then  next  following."  Here  the  notice  requires  the 
defendants  to  appear  in  next  Trinity  Term.  Even  assum- 
ing the  form  of  notice  to  be  correct,  the  application  is  too 
soon,  as  the  parties  have  all  the  term  to  appear.  The  act 
provides  for  cases  of  non-appearance,  which  of  course 
must  mean,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  notice. 

Martin. — The  notice  to  appear  is,  in  next  Trinity  Term 
'^  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  provided."  It  must,  thefore,  be  construed  with  refe- 
rence to  the  statute^  which  requires  the  appearance  to  be 
on  the  first  day  of  term. 

Pbr  Curiam. — This  notice  does  not  follow  the  terms  of 
the  act.  If  this  were  a  notice  in  a  town  cause,  in  a  com- 
mon ejectment,  we  are  informed  by  the  Master  that  it 
would  be  insufficient.  This  is  a  country  cause,  and  though 
in  such  case  the  notice  is  general,  still  upon  this  proceed- 
ing, reference  must  be  had  to  the  statute.  We  think  that 
the  directions  of  the  statute  have  not  been  complied  withj 
and  that  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


d. 

Holder 

V. 
RUSBWOKTH. 


7H 
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Where,  in  an 
iction  of  debt 
on  bond  for 
securing  a  sum 
of  money, 
payable  by  in- 
stalmentSy  there 
are  no  breaches 
alleged  in  the 
declaration;  but 
the  defendant, 
in  his  plea,  sets 
out  the  condi- 
tions and  alleges 
performance, 
to  which,  the  de- 
fendant replies 
that  money  is 
in  arrear,  it  is 
competent  for 
the  jury  to  as- 
sess the  damages 
on  that  issue, 
under  the  sta- 
tute 8  &  9  Will. 
3,  c.  ll,s.  8, 
without  a  special 
award  of  venire. 


Scott  v.  Stalky. 

C/HANDLESS  had  obtained  a  rule,  calling  on  the  plain- 
tiff to  shew  cause^  why  the  judgment  should  not  be  ar- 
rested in  this  action,  or  why  a  venire  de  novo  should  not 
be  awarded,  on  the  ground  that  the  award  of  venire,  in- 
stead of  being  special,  had  been  in  the  ordinary  form.  It 
was  an  action  of  debt  on  bond  for  securing  a  sum  of  money, 
payable  by  instalments.  The  plaintiff  did  not  in  his  decla- 
ration assign  any  breaches,  but  the  defendant  pleaded  set- 
ting out  the  conditions  of  the  bond,  and  alleging  perform- 
ance. To  this,  the  plaintiff  replied,  that  arrears  were  due, 
and  issue  was  joined  on  this,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for 
the  plaintiff. 

Barstow  now  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  this 
was  not  a  case  under  the  statute  8  &  9  Will.  3.  c.  1 1.  s.  8., 
in  which  breaches  had  been  suggested  on  the  roll,  judg- 
ment having  been  given  for  the  plaintiff  on  demurrer,  or 
by  confession,  or  nihil  dicit,  but  the  defendant  having 
pleaded  performance,  and  issues  being  raised  upon  the 
breaches,  the  case  was  the  same  as  if  they  had  been  as- 
signed in  the  declaration.  Being  of  that  nature,  then  they 
must  be  tried  by  the  jury  under  the  provisions  of  the  first 
part  of  the  section  alluded  to  (a).     The  point  had  been  al- 


{a)  ITaun.  n.,  57* 
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ready  decided  in  the  case  of  Quin  v.  King  (a).  The  de- 
fect, if  any  existed,  however,  was  aided  after  verdict  by 
8  Hen.  6  c.  1^:   Webh  v.  Upton  (6). 

Chandless  contra,  admitted  that  Quin  v.  King,  was  de- 
cisive, but  contended  that  the  Stat.  8.  Hen.  6.  c.  13,  would 
not  enable  the  plaintiff  to  construe  a  common  venire,  so 
that  it  should  extend  to  the  assessment  of  damages. 
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:  SOOTT 

Stalbt. 


TiNDAL.  C.  J. — We  think  that  the  case  of  Quiny.  King 
is  conclusive. 

Rule  discharged. 


(a)  1  M.  &  W.  42. 


(6)  I  Cro.  El.  259. 


Staples  and  Another  r.  Holdswortu. 

JnA  ULE  moved  in  Easter  Term  for  a  rule,  calling  on  Anumpait  for 
the  plaintiffs  in  this  action  to  shew  cause,  whereby  an  order  "^ved*to  "** 
of  Vaughan,  J.,  allowing  them  to  amend  the  particulars  u»e  of  the  pUin- 
of  demand,  which  they  had  delivered,  should  not  be  re*  in  1827,  and  a 
scinded.    It  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  and  had  been  com-  paruVuiiri;  of  ** 
menced  in  the  year  1827,  when  a  declaration  was  de-  demand  deli- 

.  vered,  but  no 

livered,  containing  counts  for  money  had  and  received  to  further  step 
the  use  of  the  plaintiff.     A  bill  of  particulars  was  also  de*  isie,  when  « 
livered,  in  which,  money,  to  the  amount  of  7000/.,  was  ^e«^*«n°^**^ 

'  "^  ^  ^  ^  '  wai  given,  and  a 

claimed  to  be  recovered,  comprising  various  sums,  alleged  pl«»  demanded 
to  have  been  received  between  the  iind  January,  18S4,  the  Court  subse- 
and  the  19tli  January,  1827,  and  which  were  specified  in  ?heS«£^ 
an  annexed  schedule.     No  further  step  was  taken  in  the  J°  ***  amended, 

•  1    ,  tj  "  appearing 

cause,  however,  until  the  year  188(i|  owing  to  the  absence  that  the  defend- 
of  the  parties  from  England,  but  then  a  term's  notice  be-  ^confidential"* 

situation  in  the 
employment  of 

the  plaintiffs,  and  that  their  first  particulars  were  framed  on  an  account  delivered  by  him,  which 

was  subsequently  found  to  be  incorrect. 
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iog  gnren,  a  plea  was  demanded  and  delivered  (a)w  Afi* 
plication  was  subeqoently  made  to  Vamgiatt,  J.,  at  chain- 
bers,  by  the  plaintiffs  for  leave  to  amend  their  parti- 
QofcMwsara.  ^ulars,  and  an  order  granted,  the  plaintiffs  desiring  to  in- 
crease the  amount,  which  they  sought  to  recover. 
A  rule,  nisif  having  been  granted ; — 

Wilde,  Seijt,  now  shewed  cause. — This  rule  could  not 
be  made  absolute,  because  if  it  were,  the  effect  would  be 
depriving  the  plaintiffs  of  a  right,  which  they  clearly  pos- 
sessed* They  did  not  propose  to  set  up  any  new  claimi 
but  their  only  object  was  to  include  in  their  particulars 
various  sums  of  money,  which  they  were  entitled  to  re- 
cover, and  which  had  only  been  omitted  in  consequence 
of  the  misconduct  of  the  defendant  himself.  Any  attempt 
besides,  which  they  might  make  to  introduce  a  new  cause 
of  action  must  be  futile,  because  the  defendant  would  be 
at  liberty,  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  order 
which  had  been  granted,  to  plead  the  Statute  of  Limita* 
tions*  An  affidavit  was  produced,  in  which  it  was  sworn, 
that  the  defendant,  in  the  month  of  August,  I8S3,  bad 
been  employed  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  having  gone  out  to 
Mexico,  was  there  placed  in  a  confidential  situation  as 
their  agent,  and  that  while  in  that  capacity  he  received 
the  various  sums  of  money  which  were  now  sought  to  be 
recovered.  The  only  means  which  the  plaintiffs  possess^ 
of  ascertaining  the  amount  of  those  sums,  at  the  time  of 
the  commencement  of  fhr  suit,  was  an  account  which  the 
defendant  had  delivered,  in  obedience  to  their  directions, 
and  the  original  particulars  were  framed  on  that  state- 
ment. Subsequently!  however,  on  inquiry,  they  ascertained 
that  there  were  various  other  sums,  of  which  no  account 
had  been  rendered,  and  it  was  with  a  view  to  the  intro- 
duction of  these  into  the  particularsj  that  the  order  had 

(a)  Ante,  p.  196. 
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been  obtained.    It  was  submitted,  therefore,  that  this  ap*        ISdB. 

plication  would  not  be  allowed  to  prevail*  "    '    ^ 

^  Staples 

Maule  and  Greenwood  in  support  of  the  rule.— The  de-  H<^">«^<w»»- 
fendant,  after  the  lapse  of  more  than  ten  years,  had  a 
right  to  suppose  that  all  claim  as  to  these  sums  had  been 
abandoned  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  was  justified  in  destroy- 
ing his  receipts  and  vouchers  as  to  them.  The  real  ob- 
ject of  the  order  was  to  secure  to  the  plaintiffs  the  means 
of  recovering  these  sums  of  the  defendant  under  cover  of 
the  old  action,  as  any  new  suit  in  respect  of  them  would 
be  barred ;  but  the  attempt,  it  was  urged,  must  be  de- 
feated. The  rules  with  regard  to  such  amendments  as 
that  here  desired  to  be  made,  and  as  to  bills  of  particulars 
were  well  defined  and  clearly  laid  down  in  many  authorities. 
Dawes  v.  Ansiruiher  (a),  Goff\.  Popplewell  (6),  Sieel  v. 
Sowerby  (c),  Maddock  v.  Hammet  {d),  Duke  of  Marlbo' 
rough  V.  Widmore  (e),  Doe  d.  Hardman  v.  PUiingion  (/), 
Billing  V.  Flight  (g).  Brown  v.  Crump  (A),  Freen  v.  CoO' 
per  (i).  Greeny.  Miiion  (j),  Holland r.  Hopkins (k),  Ai^ 
linson  v.  BeU  (/),  and  Breckon  v.  Smith  (m)  were  all  cases 
in  point*  Supposing  the  original  demand  to  be  aban- 
doned, it  could  not  be  contended  that  the  plaintiffs  would 
be  allowed  to  come  in  with  fresh  claims  in  respect  of  these 
new  amounts,  and  recover  them  under  the  cover  of  the 
same  action,  because  the  new  demand  was  perfectly  dis- 
tinct from  that  which  was  before  made. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — All  those  cases  which  have  been  cited^ 
where  the  Courts  have  refused  to  allow  amendments  to  be 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  6,  p.  738.  {h)  6  Taun.  299. 

(6)  2  T.  R.  707.  (0  Id.  358. 

{e)  6  Id.  171*  U)  4  B.  &  Ad.  369. 

((0  7  Id.  66.  W  2  B.  &  P.  243. 

{€)  Str.  890.  (0  8  B.  &  G.  277- 

(/)  4  Burr.  2447*  (m)  1  Ad.  &  EL  488* 
(g)  6  Taan.  419. 
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18S8.  mtde,  have  been  cases  where  the  applications  have  botn 
to  amend  the  records  by  inserting  counts,  in  some  of 
which  there  were  new  causes  of  action  about  to  be  intro- 
^"**^'****'  ducedy  while  in  others  the  defendants  would  hare  been 
prejudiced  by  the  application  being  granted.  Those  au* 
thoritiesi  therefore,  will  not  govern  the  Court  in  the  de- 
icision  which  they  will  pronounce  in  this  case,  unless  the 
amendment  of  a  bill  of  particulars  must  be  put  on  the 
same  footing  with  the  amendment  of  the  record.  It  ap- 
pears, indeed,  to  have  been  the  basis  on  which  the  argu* 
ment  of  the  defendant's  counsel  rested,  that  the  two  cases 
were  analogous,  but  1  think  that  they  stand  on  very  different 
grounds,  and  that  the  Court  in  considering  them  is  to  be 
governed  by  very  different  views.  If  the  introduction 
of  a  new  count  were  to  be  allowed,  when  the  Statute  of 
Limitations  could  not  be  pleaded,  it  would  be  taking  away 
from  the  defendant  the  benefit  of  that  statute ;  and,  there- 
fore, there  can  be  no  doubt,  that  in  all  cases  where  such 
an  application  is  made,  it  cannot  be  successful. 

Now,  here  the  plaintiffs  have  brought  their  action,  and 
the  Statute  of  Limitations  is  a  plea  to  all  demands  prior  to 
the  suing  out  of  the  writ,  by  which  it  is  commenced,  but  if 
we  were  to  yield  to  theprinciple  attempted  to  be  established, 
we  should  say  that  the  statute  ought  to  be  interpreted, 
not  in  reference  to  the  time  of  the  action  being  brought, 
but  to  the  time  at  which  the  plea  was  delivered — ^giving 
a  different  effect,  therefore,  to  the  operation  of  that  statute* 
I  am  of  opinion  then,  that  where  an  application  is  made 
to  amend  particulars,  in  which  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to 
put  his  claim  on  the  record,  we  should  only  consider  whe- 
ther it  is  an  equitable  and  reasonable  application  to  the 
Court.  There  are  many  cases,  in  which  it  would  be  most 
injurious  to  refuse  such  applications-— as,  for  instance,  the 
plaintiff  might  turn  over  too  many  leaves  of  his  ledger,  in 
which  it  might  be  improper  not  to  allow  him  to  amepd. 
Again,  supposing  the  defendant,  ^by  his  misconduct,  baa 
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kepi  back  any  real  set  of  circumstancesi  which  the  plain-  18S8. 
tiff  afterwards  discovers,  is  it  to  be  said  that  the  plaintiff 
is  not  to  be  able  to  set  right  any  error  into  which  he  may 
have  fallen  in  consequence?  Without  imputing  to  the  de- 
fendant here,  therefore  any  intention  to  deceive  or  mislead 
the  plaintiff:*,  the  ground  of  application  is  stated  in  the 
affidavit*  and  the  truth  of  it  is  not  denied  to  be,  that  the 
plaintiffs  only  shaped  their  first  bill  of  particulars  from  the 
accounts  which  they  had  received  from  the  defendant  him- 
self, and  that  on  investigation  it  was  found  that  that  ac- 
count contained  considerable  errors,  and  that  olner  sums 
of  money  had  come  to  his  hands,  which,  if  they  had  been 
discovered  at  first,  would  have  been  included  in  the  parti- 
culars. 

There  is  no  reason,  consequently,  why,  in  justice,  the 
plaintiffs  should  not  be  allowed  to  amend,  and  the  rule  for 
setting  aside  the  order  of  the  learned  Judge  must  be  dis- 
charged. 

s 

Park,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion ;  and  I  will  con- 
tent myself  with  saying,  that  if  the  Court  had  done 
that  which  the  defendant  required  us  to  do,  we  should 
have  admitted  that  we  had  been  acting  in  error  for  many 
years,  during  which  we  have  been  in  the  habit  of  making 
these  orders.  It  has  been  the  practice,  that  when  the  hill 
of  particulars  first  delivered  was  incorrect,  the  party  might 
amend,  on  payment  of  costs,  and  with  leave  of  the  Court; 
and  the  convenience  of  the  rule  is,  besides,  that  if  the  bill 
of  particulars  delivered  shall  not  be  sufficiently  explicit, 
the  other  party  may  come  to  the  Court  and  have  it 
amended;  and  in  the  870ch  page  of  Mr.  Arch  hold's  Prac- 
tice, by  Chitty,  there  is  a  whole  string  of  cases  to  that 
effect. 

Vaughan,  J. — I  am  also  of  the  same  opinion.  This 
case  has  been    argued  on  the    supposition,  that  it  is 
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1828.  aoilagOQS  to  that  of  introducing  &  new  count,  which, 
however,  it  does  not  resemble.  The  phuntiBs,  it  appears, 
are  much  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  and  when  they 
'  call  upon  him  to  deliver  in  an  account,  they  suppose  tllrt 
be  delirera  a  correct  one,  and  on  that,  they  make  out  their 
parUcuIars  of  demand.  They  afterwards  find  out,  bov- 
erer,  from  various  circumstances,  that  it  is  not  a  true  ac- 
count ;  and,  therefore,  that  their  particulars  will  not  meet 
the  case.  The  action  being  the  same,  then  the  siniile 
question  is,  whether  the  pUtntifii  should  not  he  aliowod 
to  amend  I  When  the  parties  came  before  me,  it  was  ar- 
gued that  it  was  a  new  cause  of  action,  which  was  sought 
to  be  introduced ;  but  then  it  was  answered,  that  if  such 
were  the  case,  it  might  be  met  with  the  Statute  of  Umt- 
aUons.    I  think,  therefore,  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

CoLTHAK,  J. — ^There  is  a  fact  in  this  case,  which  weighs 
much  with  ne,  if  it  is  true,  which  is  that  there  were  mat- 
ters not  discovered  by  the  defendant^  which  should  hare 
been  disclosed  by  him.  He  was  placed  in  a  situation  of 
confidence,  and  he  was  bound  to  return  a  faithful  and  a 
true  account  to  the  plaintifls.  Without  imputing  fraud  to 
him,  it  is  stated  that  matters,  which  he  should  have  hrougbt 
forward,  did  not  appear,  and  to  that,  there  is  no  answer 
made. 

It  appears  to  me,   therefore,  that  undet 
stances,  we  should  be  doing  injustice  if  « 
this  amendment  to  be  made. 
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kepi  back  any  real  set  of  circumstances,  which  the  plain-        18S8. 
tiff  afterwards  discovers,  is  it  to  be  said  that  the  plaintiff  " 

is  not  to  be  able  to  set  right  any  error  into  which  he  may  t. 

have  fallen  in  consequence?  Without  imputing  to  the  de-  ^'**"'^"* 
fendant  here,  therefore  any  intention  to  deceive  or  mislead 
the  plaintiff:!,  the  ground  of  application  is  stated  in  the 
affidavit,  and  the  truth  of  it  is  not  denied  to  be,  that  the 
plaintiffs  only  shaped  their  first  bill  of  particulars  from  the 
accounts  which  they  had  received  from  the  defendant  him- 
self, and  that  on  investigation  it  was  found  that  that  ac- 
count contained  considerable  errors,  and  that  olner  sums 
of  money  had  come  to  his  hands,  which,  if  they  had  been 
discovered  at  first,  would  have  been  included  in  the  parti- 
culars. 

There  is  no  reason,  consequently,  why,  in  justice,  the 
plaintiffs  should  not  be  allowed  to  amend,  and  the  rule  for 
setting  aside  the  order  of  the  learned  Judge  must  be  dis- 
charged. 

Park,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion ;  and  I  will  con- 
tent myself  with  saying,  that  if  the  Court  had  done 
that  which  the  defendant  required  us  to  do,  we  should 
have  admitted  that  we  had  been  acting  in  error  for  many 
years,  during  which  we  have  been  in  the  habit  of  making 
these  orders.  It  has  been  tiie  practice,  that  when  the  bill 
of  particulars  first  delivered  was  incorrect,  the  party  might 
amend,  on  payment  of  costs,  and  with  leave  of  the  Court; 
and  the  convenience  of  the  rule  is,  besides,  that  if  the  bill 
of  particulars  delivered  shall  not  be  sufficiently  explicit, 
the  other  party  may  come  to  the  Court  and  have  it 
amended ;  and  in  the  870ch  page  of  Mr.  Archbold*s  Prac- 
tice, by  Chitty,  there  is  a  whole  string  of  cases  to  that 
effect. 

Vaughan,  J. — I  am  also  of  the  same  opinion.  This 
case  has  been   argued   on  the    suppositioui  that  it  is 
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1B88.  analagous  to  that  of  introducing  a  new  count,  whicba 

"^  however,  it  does  not  resemble.    The  pUintiffs,  it  appears^ 

•.  are  much  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  and  when  they 

HouwwoETB.  ^jj  yp^jj  jjjm  ^Q  deliver  in  an  account,  they  suppose  that 

he  delivers  a  correct  one,  and  on  that,  they  make  out  their 
particulars  of  demand.  They  afterwards  find  out,  how- 
ever, from  various  circumstances,  that  it  is  not  a  true  ac- 
count; and,  therefore,  that  their  particulars  will  not  meet 
the  case.  The  action  being  the  same,  then  the  simple 
question  is,  whether  the  plaintiffs  should  not  be  allowed 
to  amend  ?  When  the  parties  came  before  me,  it  was  ar* 
gued  that  it  was  a  new  cause  of  action,  which  was  sought 
to  be  introduced ;  but  then  it  was  answered,  that  if  such 
were  the  case,  it  might  be  met  with  the  Statute  of  Lisatt^ 
ations.    I  thinki  therefore,  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

CoLTMAK,  J* — ^There  is  a  fact  in  this  case,  which  weighs 
much  with  me,  if  it  is  true,  which  is  that  there  were  mat* 
ters  not  discovered  by  the  defendant^  which  should  have 
been  disclosed  by  him.  He  was  placed  in  a  situation  of 
confidence,  and  he  was  bound  to  return  a  faithful  and  a 
true  account  to  the  plaintiffs.  Without  imputing  fraud  to 
him,  it  is  stated  that  matters,  which  he  should  have  brought 
forward,  did  not  appear,  and  to  that,  (here  is  no  answer 
made. 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  under  the  drcntiH 
stances,  we  should  be  doing  injustice  if  we  did  not  allow 
this  amendment  to  be  made. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Boyd  v.  The  London  and  Croydon  Railway  Company. 

Kenned  Y  moved  for  a  rule,  calling  on  the  plaintiff  Whw,  In  i 
to  ihew  cause^  why  the  verdict  found  for  him  in  this  action  Parliament,  it  b 
should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a  nonsuit  entered.  It  was  an  ^^  shaii'be''^ 
action  on  the  case  for  a  trespass,  in  obstructing  a  way,  and  !?"^*"^ 
the  cause  was  tried  before  Tindal,  C.  J.,  at  Kingston ;  person"  for  any 
when  a  question  arose  upon  the  ii9th  section  of  the  rn«  guanceorbythe 
vate  Act,  the  5th  Will.  4,  c.  10,  whether  the  defendants  ""^^^H^J^^ 
were  entitled  to  a  notice  of  action.    The  company  were  ^^  ^y»*  P"- 

.         "      .        TioainoUceln 

mcorporateu  by  that  statute,  and  the  clause  in  question  writing  ihali 
provided  **  that  no  action,  suit  or  information,  nor  any  ^^^^  inten^ed*^ 
other   proceeding  of  any   nature  whatsoever  shall    be  ^JS^V"" 
brought,  commenced,  or  prosecuted  against  any  person,  this  proTidon 

o  1  •        -I  •<■«<■•  f  would  apply  to 

tor  anything  done  or  omitted  to  be  done  m  pursuance  of  the  company 
this  act,  or  in  the  execution  of  the  powers  or  authorities^  aTthe^act  fnu** 
or  any  of  the  orders  made,  given,  or  directed  in,  by,  or  p«««d>  *•  *»«" 

.  .  ...**toa  sin^e 

under  this  act,  unless  twenty  days*  previous  notice  in  writ*  indlfldaaU 
ing,  shall  be  given  by  the  party  intending  to  commence 
and  prosecute  such  action,  suit,  information,  or  other  pro* 
ceeding  to  the  intended  defendant*"  It  was  submitted  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  word  **  person  "  being 
used  in  the  statute,  it  could  not  be  taken  to  include  the 
company,  wliile  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  it  was  urged 
that  the  act  was  passed  for  their  especial  benefit,  and 
that  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  therefore,  was,  that 
they  should  be  included  in  this  provision ;  and  that, 
this  view  was  borne  out  by  a  variety  of  provisions  in 
other  clauses.  The  Chief  Justice  allowed  the  cause  to 
proceed,  and  a  verdict  having  been  returned  for  the  plain- 
tiff, leave  was  given  to  make  the  present  motion.  It  was 
now  contended,  that  the  verdict  must  be  set  aside.  With 
regard  to  the  signification  of  the  word  ''person**  there 
were  many  authorities  to  shew  that  the  construction  here 
sought  to  be  put  upon  it  by  the  defendants,  was  the  right 
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1SS8.       one.     In  Co.  Litt.  (a),  it  was  laid  down,  that  ''perscms 
"  capable  of  purchase  were  of  two  sorts :  persons  natoral, 

BOTD  ^ 

«.  created  of  God,  and  persons  incorporate  or  politic^  created 

clmsov'^  by  the  policy  of  man,  and  therefore  they  are  called  bodies 
Rauwat  Co.  politic,*'  and  2  Bl.  Com.  p.  291,  was  an  authority  to  the  saiM 
effect.  By  the  statute  of  Mortmain  (7th  Ed.  1.)  it  was  pro* 
▼ided  that  **  no  person  religious  or  other,  whatsoever  be  be, 
that  will  buy  or  sell  any  lands  or  tenements,  or  under  the 
colour  of  gift  or  lease,  or  that  will  receive  by  reason  of  any 
other  title,  whatsoever  it  be,  lands  or  tenements,  or  by  any 
other  craft  or  engine,  will  presume  to  appropriate  to  himself^ 
under  pain  of  forfeiture  of  the  same,  whereby  such  lands 
or  tenements,  may  anywise,  come  into  Mortmain  ;*'  and 
this  not  only  included  corporations  sole,  but  aggregate. 
The  statute,  21  Hen.  8,  c.  LS,  s.  5,  rendered  it  illegal  for 
any  **  spiritual  person*'  to  buy  to  sell  again  any  merchan- 
dise, &c.,  and  the  22nd  Hen.  8,  c.  5,  was  passed,  to  pro- 
cure the  proper  repair  of  bridges  and  highways,  and 
power  was  given  to  the  justices  to  tax  "  every  inhabitant," 
and  both  statutes  had  been  held  to  apply  to  and  include 
corporations. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted, — 

Piatt  and  Channell  shewed  cause. — The  observation  in 
Co.  Litt.  did  not  authorise  the  argument,  that  the  word 
"  person"  would  include  a  corporation.  The  question 
here  was  the  sense  in  which  the  word  ''  person"  must  be 
understood,  standing  by  itself,  and  although  in  common 
parlance,  a  rose  artificial,  or  artificial  rose,  would  consist 
in  any  thing  intended  to  resemble  and  represent  a  natural 
rose ;  yet  taking  away  the  word  **  artificial,*'  the  word 
"  rose"  would  not  properly  describe  the  object.  So,  in  all 
the  authorities  cited,  where  the  word  ^'  person  "  had  been 
held  to  include  a  corporation,  it  was  always  accompanied 
by  some  other  word,  descriptive  of  the  meaning  which  it 

(a)  2,  A. 
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was  intended  to  bear,  and  which  made  it  a  distinct  ap«        1938. 
pellatiun.     As  a  general  proposition,  therefore,  the  word  • 

'^  person*'  could  not  be  taken  to  comprehend  a  corpora-  «, 

tion  in  its  meaning.  There  were  sections  in  this  act,  cal-  Cmonm!^ 
culated  to  explain  the  word  person  as  here  used,  and  to  ^^'•▼^^Ca, 
give  it  a  signification  different  from  that  which  it  was 
sought  to  put  upon  it.  When  the  law  intended  to  allude  to 
and  point  out  bodies  corporate,  they  were  referred  to  speci- 
fically, and  the  question  was  whether,  when  they  were  in- 
tended to  be  described,  they  should  not  be  distinctly 
mentioned.  AH  acts  which  restrained  tl)e  common  law, 
ought  themselves  to  be  restrained ;  Ash  y.Abdy{a)f  and^ 
therefore,  no  favourable  construction  to  the  defendants 
should  be  put  upon  this  statute,  as  it  was  in  derogation 
of  the  common  law  right.  In  the  Statute  of  Mortmain, 
the  word  '*  person**  was  connected  with  the  word  **  reli- 
gious," which  gave  it  a  descriptive  character,  and  it  was 
there  intended  to  include  both  corporations  and  individual 
persons,  because  either  might  offend  against  the  statute. 
Next,  with  regard  to  the  clauses  on  which  it  was  intended 
to  rely,  in  support  of  the  construction  sought  to  be  put 
upon  the  word.  It  had  been  contended  that,  in  the  155th 
clause,  the  word  ^'person"  must  be  held  to  include  the 
company,  or  else  the  exception  immediately  following 
would  be  a  nullity ;  but  all  the  acts  done  under  the 
act  must  be  done  by  individuals  although  members  of 
the  company.  In  other  sections  to  imprison  offenders 
power  was  given,  but  it  could  never  be  said  that  the 
company  could  be  imprisoned.  Against  this  construc- 
tion, besides,  there  were  a  great  many  sections  through- 
out the  act,  where  the  words  '^  persons  or  corpora- 
tions"  were  used  in  contradistinction,  and  where  if  the 
word  *'  party  "  was  employed,  it  was  followed  by  some  eXf 
planatory  term,  so  as  to  include  or  exclude  persons,  indi- 

(a)  3  Swans.  664. 
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1838.        viduals,  or  corporations.    Tbereforcj  as  this  distioctiott 
'  was  found  to  be  drawn^  and  as  the  word  **  party  "  waa  used 

9.  so  as  not  to  include  company,  the  inference  was  that  *'  per- 

Cft^DOM  "^  son**  standing  alone  meant  an  individual.  Sections  1,  S, 
BifLWAT  C«.  8,  26, 32,  35,  36,  and  41  would  all  support  this  riew,  and 
the  latter  was  exceedingly  important,  as  it  afforded  an  in- 
stance of  the  care  with  which  the  distinction  was  drawn, 
between  the  natural  sense  of  the  word  "  party,**  and  the 
meaning  which  was  occasionally  given  to  it.  In  numeroiii 
other  clauses,  the  same  care  was  taken.  With  regard  to  the 
interpretation  clause,  it  appeared  to  have  been  adopted  on 
the  same  principle,  as  that  in  the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act 
(3  &  4  Will.  4.,  c.  74,)  in  order  to  save  the  introduction  of 
many  words.  It  provided,  "that  where  in  this  act  any 
words  shall  be  used,  importing  the  singular  number  or  the 
masculine  gender  only,  such  words  shall  be  understood  to 
include  several  matters  as  well  as  one  matter,  several  per- 
sons  as  well  as  one  person,  and  females  as  well  as  males, 
and  where  the  word  corporation  shall  be  used,  the  same 
shall  be  understood  to  mean  any  body  politic  or  corporate, 
or  collegiate,  civil  or  ecclesiastical,  aggregate  or  sole,  un- 
less in  any  of  the  cases  aforesaid  it  be  otherwise  specially 
provided,  or  there  be  something  in  the  subject  or  context 
repugnant  to  such  construction."  By  this  clause,  therefore, 
the  defendants  were  not  assisted  at  all,  and  as  they  were 
entitled  to  no  assistance  or  favour  at  the  hands  of  the  Court, 
the  rule  must  be  discharged.  Scales  v.  Pickering  (a)  was 
an  authority  which  fortified  the  doctrine,  that  where  any 
legislative  enactment  was  obtained  to  enable  a  company  to 
carry  on  any  speculation,  they  were  protected  to  a  certain 
extent  only,  and  Best,  C.  J.  there  said,  ''if  the  words  of 
the  statute  be  ambiguous,  every  presumption  is  to  be  made 
against  the  company,  and  in  favour  of  private  property.** 

(a)  4  Bing.  448. 
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Wilde,  Serjt.,  and  Kennedy,  in  support  of  the  rule,        1838. 

cited  Coriis  v.  The  Kent  Waterworks  Company  (a),  and         _' 

were  stopped  by  the  Court.  «. 

London  and 
Croydon 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — It  appears  to  me,  that,  on  the  proper  Railway  Co. 
construction  to  be  put  upon  the  179th  section  of  this  act 
of  Parliament,  the  company  are  within  the  protection 
there  specified.  I  am  well  satisfied  by  the  course  of 
argument  which  has  here  been  pursued,  that  the  word 
^*  person,**  in  many  parts  of  this  act,  cannot  include 
*'  company,"  while  in  many  other  parts  it  has  an  opposite 
intendment;  but  here,  it  can  only  mean  the  company. 
The  question  which  is  for  decision,  is  not  so  much  what  is 
the  precise  meaning  of  the  word  **  person**  in  this  act,  but 
whether  it  is  used  in  a  qualified  sense  in  the  179th  section^ 
as  if  the  action  had  been  against  one  person  only,  and  not 
the  company.  It  is  not  a  clause  which  empowers  any  thing 
to  be  done.  If  it  did  so,  we  must  look  at  the  interpreta- 
tion clause,  and  see  what  is  the  meaning  intended  to  be 
conveyed  by  the  legislature  by  the  word  "  person  ;*'  and 
although  that  clause  has  given  us  the  sense  in  which  that 
word  is  to  be  taken,  still  it  is  not  necessary  to  hold  that 
in  any  particular  clause  it  shall  have  that  specific  meaning 
only.  Now,  let  us  look  at  the  clause,  and  see  what  it  is 
intended  to  enact.  It  begins  by  saying,  **  that  no  action, 
suit,  or  information,  nor  any  other  proceeding  of  any 
nature  whatsoever,  shall  be  brought,  commenced,  or  pro* 
secuted  against  any  person  for  any  thing  done  in  pursuance 
of  this  act,  or  in  execution  of  the  powers,  or  any  authority, 
or  any  of  the  orders  made,  given,  or  directed,  in,  by,  or  un- 
der this  act,  unless  twenty  days'  previous  notice  in  writing 
shall  be  given  by  the  party  intending  to  commence  and 
prosecute  such  action,  suit,  or  information,  or  other  pro- 
ceeding, to  the  intended  defendant.**  Now,  it  is  clear  that 

(fl)  7  B.  &  C.  314. 
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1838.        the  company  of  proprietors  come  within  that  description^ 
'     ^  "  the  intended  defendant,"  and  so  it  goes  on  to  the  end  of 

9.  the  clause,  to  use  no  other  word  for  any  person  standing 

^rotdoh'^  in  the  situation  of  defendant,  but  the  word  defendant. 
Railway  Co.  which  will  refer  to  all*  Then  the  180th  clause  begins 
with  the  words,  '^  No  plaintiff  shall  recover  in  any  action 
for  any  irregularity,  trespass,  or  other  wrongful  proceed- 
ing made  or  committed  in  the  execution  of  this  act,  or  in, 
under,  or  by  virtue  of  any  power  or  authority  hereby 
given,  if  tender  of  sufficient  amends  shall  have  been  made 
by  or  on  behalf  of  the  party  who  shall  have  conunitted 
such  irregularity,  &c.,  before  such  action  brought ;  and  in 
case  no  tender  shall  have  been  made  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
the  defendant  in  any  such  action,  by  leave  of  the  Court 
where  such  action  shall  depend,  at  any  time  before  issue 
joined,  to  pay  into  Court  such  sum  of  money  as  he  shall 
think  fit,  &c."  It  is  impossible  not  to  see  that  if  the  com« 
pany  are  to  be  excluded  from  the  benefit  of  this  clause, 
the  very  persons  above  all  others  who  stand  most  in 
need  of  protection,  are  those  who  cannot  avail  themselves 
of  it. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  safest  course  for  the  plaintiff 
would  have  been  to  give  the  notice,  and  he  cannot  com- 
plain of  his  being  taken  by  surprise.  Without  impugn- 
ing any  of  the  arguments  as  to  the  common  law  mean- 
ing of  the  clause,  I  think  that  with  regard  to  the  1 79th 
and  180th  sections  they  are  in  pari  materia,  and  tliat  we 
«hould  not  follow  out  the  manifest  intentions  of  the  legis- 
lature if  we  did  not  interpret  the  words,  '* against  any 
person,*'  in  the  former  as  applicable  to  the  present  de* 
fendant. 

Park,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Vauqhan,  J. — It  can  be  matter  of  little  surprise,  that, 
in  an  act  of  ^06  sections,  there  are  many  clauses  in  which 
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words  are  introduced,  which  have  a  sense  in  some  of  them        1838. 
which  does  not  belong  to  them  in  others ;  but  it  appears 
to  me,  that  the  plain  and  obvious  construction  to  be  put  v. 

upon  this  clause  is,  that  it  refers  to  the  company,  for,  the  croydon 
legislature  could  never  have  intended  to  deprive  them  of  J^ailway  Co* 
the  benefit  of  a  section  framed  for  their  especial  protec- 
tion. If  we  give  credit  to  the  legislature  for  great  accuracy 
of  expression,  I  fear  we  shall  not  find  it  entitled  to  such 
credit.  Now,  in  this  clause,  if  you  merely  strike  out  the 
words,  *'  against  any  person,'*  it  is  obvious  that  the  *'  in- 
tended defendant**  is  referred  to,  for  the  clause  subse- 
quently goes  on  to  make  enactments  in  his  favour.  So, 
then,  it  is  quite  clear,  that  the  persons,  of  all  others,  who 
are  likely  to  want  the  benefit  of  the  act,  are  the  company. 
Then,  in  the  next  section,  the  word  ''person'*  is  entirely 
omitted,  so  that  I  think  the  construction  which  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice  has  put  upon  this  clause  is  the  correct  one. 

CoLTMAN,  J. — We  are  bound,  if  we  can,  to  see  the  in- 
tention of  the  legislature  in  this  clause,  and  to  give  it  that 
meaning  which  it  was  intended  to  bear  at  the  time  of  its 
passing.  Now,  the  difficulty  on  this  section  arises  on  the 
interpretation  clause,  which  was  intended  to  throw  some 
light  upon  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  act.  It  is  to 
be  observed,  that  it  is  wholly  affirmative  in  its  nature,  and  it 
says,  that  the  word  "  person,"  shall  extend  to  a  variety 
of  cases,  not  strictly  within  it,  and  in  like  manner  that  the 
word  "corporation"  shall  extend  to  a  variety  of  classes, 
which  the  framer  of  the  act  seems  to  have  thought  would 
not  be  necessarily  implied.  The  effect  of  it  therefore,  is, 
that  all  the  words  must  be  carried  to  the  full  extent  of 
the  interpretation  clause,  in  the  construction  to  be  given 
them,  but  it  does  not  follow  that  they  are  to  be  confined 
to  that  You  must  give  them  that  extension ;  but  it  does 
not  follow,  that  where  you  find  the  word  used  in  the  act 
you  are  to  give  it  a  negative  and  restrictive  sense*     Now, 

c  c  c  2 
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there  being  no  reason  here,  why  the  company  should  not 
be  protected,  we  are  doing  no  violence  to  the  proper  mean- 
ing of  the  act  by  putting  this  construction  upon  it. 

Rule  absolute. 


Where  a  copy 
of  a  rule  nisi 
has  been  sent 
in  a  letter  by 
post  to  a  de- 
fendant resident 
in  the  country, 
together  with 
the  original 
rule,  and  the 
latter  is  received 
back,  indorsed, 
'*  received  a 
copy  of  the 
within  rule,** 
and  that  in- 
dorsement is 
signed  by  the 
defendant,  it 
will  be  deemed 
sufficient  ser- 
vice. 


Smith  v.  Campbell  and  Another. 

JSERE  moved  to  make  a  rule  absolute  on  an  affidavit  of 
service.  The  deponent  stated,  that  on  the  28th  May  be 
wrote  a  letter  to  the  defendants,  who  were  resident  in  the 
country,  and  inclosed  the  original  rule  which  had  been 
granted  by  the  Court,  together  with  a  true  copy  of  it,  and 
that  he  despatched  the  letter  through  the  General  Post- 
ofBce,  addressed  to  the  defendants :  that  on  a  subsequent 
day  he  received  the  original  rule  back  by  post  from  the 
defendants,  with  the  indorsement  upon  it,  **  Received  a 
true  copy  of  the  within  rule,"  signed  "  John  Campbell 
and  Duncan  Campbell,*'  the  two  defendants  in  the  action. 
It  was  submitted  that  no  cause  being  shewn,  the  rule  must 
be  absolute. 

TiNDAL,  C.J. — That  will  do.     There  can  be  no  doubt 
of  the  rule  having  reached  their  hands. 

Rule  absolute. 


Reynolds  and  Another,  Assignees,  v.  Wedd. 
A.  committed     J[n  Easter  Term, 

an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy on  the  ^ 

9th  September,  Balguy  moved  for  a  rule  calling  on  the  defendant  to 
he  was  arrested  shew  cause  why  the  nonsuit  entered  in  this  action  should 

on  process  issued 

in  an  action  commenced  in  the  Boston  Court  of  Requests  to  recover  420/L  on  a  contract  entered  into 
on  the  5th,  and  pursuant  to  which  goods  were  delivered  on  the  7th  of  the  same  month.  He  de- 
posited the  amount  indorsed  on  the  writ  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff,  and  it  was  paid  into  court, 
but  without  the  additional  10/.  for  coststimder  the  statutes  43  Geo.  3,  c.  46,  s.  2,  and  7  &  8  Geo.  4, 
c  71,  s.  2);  and,  on  the  23rU,  the  pluiniiff  in  the  action  obtained  an  order  for  the  payment  of  the 
money  out  of  court  to  him,  and  was  then  informed  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy.  A  fiat  was  issued 
on  the  28(h,  and  assignees  were  appointed;  and  in  an  action  by  them  to  recover  back  the  420/., 
as  money  had  and  received  to  their  ute: — Held,  that  the  payment  out  of  court  was  bycooopuUioa 
oi  law,  and  that  they  were  not  entitled  to  recover. 
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not  be  set  aside,  and  a  verdict  entered  for  the  plaintiflT,         1338. 
with  420/.  damases.     It  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs  were 

o  I  r  r  Reynolds 

assignees  of  one  Shepherd,  a  bankrupt,  and  the  present  v, 

action  was  brought  to  recover  a  sum  of  420/.  alleged  to 
have  been  received  to  their  use  by  the  defendant,  to  which 
there  was  a  plea  of  non  assumpsit.  At  the  trial  it  was 
proved  that  Shepherd,  on  the  5th  of  September,  1837, 
before  his  bankruptcy,  had  contracted  with  Wedd  for  the 
supply  of  a  quantity  of  goods,  which  were  delivered  to 
him  accordingly  on  the  7th  of  the  same  month.  On  the 
9th  he  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy ;  on  the  10th  an 
application  was  made  to  him  for  payment  for  the  goods, 
which  was  not  successful ;  on  the  13th  he  was  arrested  on 
process  sued  out  of  the  Boston  Court  of  Requests ;  and 
he  then  paid  the  sum  of  420/.  into  the  hands  of  the  Mayor 
of  Boston  in  lieu  of  bail,  under  the  statutes  7  &  8  Geo.  4, 
c.  71,  s.  2,  &  43  Geo.  3,  c.  46,  s.  2,  but  he  neglected  to  de- 
posit the  necessary  sum  for  costs;  and  on  the  23rd  an  ap- 
plication was,  in  consequence,  made  to  the  Court,  that  the 
money  should  be  paid  over  to  Wedd.  The  application 
was  opposed,  and  the  latter  was  then  informed  of  the  act 
of  bankruptcy,  but  the  money  was,  nevertheless,  ordered 
to  be  paid  over  to  him.  On  the  SStb  of  the  same  month 
the  fiat  was  issued,  and  the  plaintiffkin  the  present  action 
were  appointed  assignees  in  the  usual  manner.  The  pre- 
sent action  was  brought  by  them  to  recover  the  420/.  paid 
to  the  defendant,  and  it  was  contended  that  the  money  was 
legally  the  property  of  the  assignees  at  the  time  of  the 
order  of  Court  being  made,  and  the  cases  of  Balme  v. 
Hutton  {a)f  and  Garland  v.  Carlisle  (b),  were  cited.  On 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  however,  it  was  submitted  that 
the  payment  was  made  by  compulsion  of  law  under  an 
order  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  and  the  case  of 
Belcher  V.  Mills  {c)  was  cited.     There,  A.,  on  being  ar- 

(a)  9  Bing.  471.  (b)  4  Bing.  N.  C.  7- 

(c)  2  C.  M.  &  R.  150. 


Reynolds 
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1838.        rested,  gave  a  bail-bond  to  the  sheriff,  but  did  not  perfect 
bail,  by  which  the  sheriff  became  fixed.     Proceedings 
V.  having  been  taken  on  the  bail-bond,  a  Judge  at  chambers 

made  an  order,  on  an  application  by  the  bail,  that  pro- 
ceedings should  be  stayed  on  payment  of  the  debt  and 
costs,  which  were  accordingly  paid  by  A/s  attorneys  on  the 
27th  October.  A.  had  supptied  his  attorneys  with  a  sum 
of  money  towards  the  payment  of  the  debt  and  costs  on 
the  10th  of  October,  and  on  the  14th  he  became  bank- 
rupt. It  was  held,  on  this  state  of  facts,  that  the  payment 
was  made  under  a  process  of  law,  and  that  the  assignees 
of  A.  had  no  right  to  recover  the  money  back  from  the 
party  to  whom  it  was  paid.  Pari,  J.,  who  tried  the  cause, 
nonsuited  the  plaintiffs,  but  gave  them  permission  to  move 
for  a  rule  such  as  that  for  which  application  was  now 
made. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted, 

Wilde,  Serjt.,  Humfreys  and  Waddingion^  shewed 
cause. — The  nonsuit  was  rightly  entered,  and  if  the  Court 
should  now  set  it  aside,  the  effect  of  their  decision  would 
be  to  deprive  a  plaintiff  of  all  remedy  against  the  bail  or 
the  sheriff.  The  defendant  had  no  notice  of  the  act  of 
bankruptcy  having  been  committed,  and  it  was  not  until 
he  came  with  his  rule  to  take  the  money  out  of  court,  that 
he  was  informed  of  it.  The  money  was  paid  into  court  in 
lieu  of  bail,  to  abide  the  event  of  the  suit,  and  not  the 
solvency  or  insolvency  of  the  party.  The  case  was,  in 
effect,  decided  by  Belcher  v.  Mills,  which  was  a  very 
strong  authority,  because  there,  the  payment  was  after  the 
fiat.  Ferrall  v.  Alexander  (a)  was  also  an  authority  for 
the  defendant,  as  there,  the  party  lost  no  remedy,  but 
here,  he  would.    Hannah  v.  Willis  {b)  also  established  that 

(tf)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  132.  (6)  Ante,  p.  41?. 
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the  money  had  been  properly  paid  to  the  defendant.  It  1838. 
must  be  taken  that  that  which  was  done  by  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction  was  done  properly,  and  the  money 
here  was  paid  under  a  process  of  law,  properly  issued 
in  pursuance  of  an  act  of  Parliament.  The  defendant 
had  acquired  a  right  to  the  money,  so  soon  as  a  default 
was  made  by  Shepherd,  and  would  therefore  be  enti* 
tied  to  recover  it;  and  this  being  a  payment  under  pres- 
sure of  law,  it  was  protected  :  Prin  v.  Beal  (a),  Pym  v. 
Benson  (6),  Jones  v.  Lingard  (c)  ;  Holmes  v.  Wenningion, 
cited  in  a  note  to  Cox  v.  Morgan  (d),  and  the  case  of  Cox 
V.  Morgan  itself,  is  strongly  in  favour  of  the  defendant : 
Foster  v.  Allanson  {e.)  The  whole  of  these  cases  went  to 
shew  that  payment  obtained  by  force  of  legal  pressure 
entitled  the  party  to  retain  the  money  against  an  act  of 
bankruptcy,  and  it  was  immaterial  whether  the  payment 
was  obtained  by  means  of  an  action,  or  by  motion :  Hovil 
V.  Browning  (/),  Harwood  v.  Lomas  (g),  Southey  v.  But* 
ler  (A),  Phillips  v.  Hunter  (i),  Allanson  v.  Atkinson  {k), 
Teale  v.  Yqunge  (/),  Moses  v.  Macferlan  (iw),  and  M(»r* 
riott  V.  Hampton  {n),  were  also  referred  to. 

Balguy,  Talfourd,  Serjt.,  and  N.  Clarke,  in  support  of 
the  rule,  contended,  that  as  a  general  rule  it  must  be  ad- 
mitted that  the  property  of  a  bankrupt  vested  in  his  assig- 
nees by  relation  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy.  The  money 
paid  to  the  defendant  in  this  case,  was  therefore  the  pro- 
perty of  the  plaintiffs  as  assignees,  and  was  vested  in  them 
after  the  ninth  September     In  the  cases  ofBalme  v.  Hut^ 

(a)  3Keb.231.  (g)  11  Id.  12?. 

{b)  Freeman,  349.  (A)  3  B.  &i  P.  237. 

(c)  Cited  6  T.  R.  201.  (0  2  H.  Bl.  402. 

((0  2  B.  &  P.  39S  (k)  I  M.  &  S.  683. 

(e)  2  T.  R,  479.  (0  1  M'Clel.  &  Y.  497- 

(/)  7  East,  154  (m)  2  Burr.  1005. 

(n)  7  T.  R.  269. 
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1838.  ion,  and  Garland  v.  Carlisle ,  the  sheriff  had  been  held 
liable^  although  he  acted  under  legal  process.  The  title 
of  the  assignees  at  all  events  must  be  held  to  accrue  from 
the  time  of  notice  of  the  bankruptcy  being  conveyed  to  the 
defendant,  and  that  was  shewn  to  have  been  before  the 
money  was  paid  to  him,  for  it  was  a  ground  of  opposition 
to  the  order  being  made.  The  defendant  therefore  in 
accepting  the  money,  did  so  at  the  risk  of  an  action.  The 
case  of  Ferrali  y.  Alexander,  so  far  from  being  an  au- 
thority for  the  defendant,  was  distinctly  in  favour  of  the 
plaintiffs.  It  was  there  held,  that  money  paid  into  court  to 
abide  the  event  of  a  suit,  under  7  &  8  Geo.  4.  c.  71.  s.  2., 
was  not  a  payment  to  a  creditor  within  the  protection  of 
the  6  Geo.  4.  c.  16.  s.  82;  and  if  paid  in  after  an  act  of 
bankruptcy,  and  less  than  two  months  before  a  commission 
issued,  it  was  not  within  the  protection  of  6  Geo.  4.  c.  1& 
8.  81.  The  title  of  the  assignees  to  the  money  was  then 
admitted  by  Mr.  Justice  Liitledale,  and  he  expressed  him- 
self of  opinion,  that  the  payment  out  of  court  under  the 
circumstances  could  not  be  considered  as  a  payment  to  a 
creditor  under  the  82nd  section  of  the  statute. 

Tin  DAL,  C.  J. — My  opinion  as  to  this  case  is,  that  it 
must  be  considered  precisely  on  the  footing  on  which  it 
has  been  placed,  namely,  whether  it  falls  within  the  gene- 
ral rule,  by  which  all  payments  after  the  act  of  bankruptcy 
are  avoided  by  relation  to  the  act  itself,  or  whether  it  is 
to  be  considered  as  within  the  exception — a  payment 
under  the  sanction  of  a  court  of  law. 

Now,  Shepherd  became  a  bankrupt  on  the  9th  Septem- 
ber, and  an  action  having  been  brought  against  him  on  the 
13th  he  pays  the  money  into  court.  He  makes  default  in 
one  of  the  requisites  of  the  act,  in  omitting  to  pay  10/.  into 
the  hands  of  the  proper  oflicer  for  costs,  under  43  Geo* 
3.  c.  46.  s.  2,  and  immediately  afterwards  the  plaintiff  in 
the  action   below,  who  is  the  defendant  here,  applies  to 
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the  court  at  Boston,  and  receives  an  order^  that  the  mo-  1838. 
ney  shall  be  paid  out  to  him,  and  the  question  is,  whether 
the  money  paid  out  to  him  under  that  order  is  recoverable 
in  an  action  by  the  assignees,  for  money  had  and  received 
to  their  use.  Now^  it  appears  to  me,  that  this  strictly 
ranges  itself  as  money  paid  by  the  authority  of  the  court 
under  the  act,  and  that  the  court  was  bound  to  exercise 
its  power  under  the  statute,  and  had  no  option,  but  to 
do  that  which  it  did.  Under  the  43  Geo.  3.  c.  46.,  the 
court  was  directed  by  the  2nd  section,  after  provision  being 
made  for  the  payment  of  money  into  court,  in  case  the 
defendant  shall  not  duly  put  in  and  perfect  special  bail, 
by  its  order,  to  direct  the  money  so  deposited  to  be  paid 
over  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  action,  upon  motion  to  be  made 
for  that  purpose.  Then,  at  the  moment  of  time  when  this 
application  was  made  to  the  Boston  court,  there  was  no  per- 
son in  existence,  except  Wedd,  who  could  claim  the  money. 
There  was  no  fiat,  nor  were  there  any  assignees,  and  al- 
though an  act  of  bankruptcy  had  been  committed,  it  did 
not  follow  that  there  would  ever  be  a  fiat.  Therefore,  at 
that  period  of  time,  the  plaintiff  below  was  the  only  person 
who  could  demand  the  money.  Then  this  court  has  gone 
so  far  as  to  say  that  where  the  money  is  paid  by  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction  to  a  plaintiff,  it  is  received  by  him 
in  satisfaction  of  the  debt,  and  it  is  a  close  of  the  transac- 
tion. That  was  decided  in  Hannah  v.  Willis,  which  was 
much  considered.  It  is  to  be  observed  also,  that  by  the 
course  this  transaction  has  taken,  the  plaintiff  has  lost  all 
the  benefit  of  recovering  against  the  bail,  which  he  could 
have  had,  if  the  case  was  in  the  ordinary  course,  or  against 
the  sheriff.  The  money  therefore  has  been  paid  under 
the  authority  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  and  it 
was  an  actcompelled  by  the  statute,  and  over  which  the 
court  had  no  power. 

With  regard  to  the  case  of  FerraUv.  Alexander,  it  may 
be  distinguished  from  this.    In  that  case,  neither  the  plain- 
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1838.  tiff  nor  the  defendant  had  any  right  to  demand  the  repay- 
ment of  the  money  out  of  court«  The  plaintiff  could  not, 
because  the  application  was  made  after  verdict  and  before 
judgment,  and  there  had  been  no  default  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant.  He  had  paid  in  the  money  which  the  sta- 
tute 7  &  8  Geo.  4.  c  71.  required,  and  the  plaintiff  had  no 
right  to  go  and  ask  for  it,  until  final  judgment  had  been 
obtained.  Now^  the  defendant  in  that  action  had  become 
bankrupt,  and  assignees  were  regularly  chosen,  and  there- 
fore he  had  no  right  to  go  to  the  court,  and  therefore  the 
court,  when  application  was  made  to  them,  according  to 
the  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice  Littledalct  seems  to  have 
said,  that,  as  under  the  circumstances  the  defendant  had 
no  right  to  ask  for  the  money,  the  court  must  exercise  its 
equitable  jurisdiction,  and  give  the  money  to  the  assig- 
nees. Here,  the  party  was  in  a  condition  to  come  to  the 
court  below,  and  to  call  on  it  to  exercise  its  statutable 
authority.  I  think,  therefore,  the  case  is  distinguishable 
from  FerraU  v.  Alexander,  and  that  it  falls  clearly  within 
the  decision  in  Belcher  v.  Mills.  Indeed,  that  case  is 
stronger  than  this,  when  the  facts  are  looked  at :  the  bank- 
rupt had  given  his  attorney  money  on  the  10th  October  to 
settle  the  action:  on  the  14th,  a  fiat  is  issued  against 
him ;  and  on  that  day  the  attorney  still  has  the  money  in 
his  hands.  The  parties  go  before  a  judge,  and  an  order  is 
made  for  staying  proceedings,  on  payment  of  the  debt  and 
costs  on  the  27th  of  the  same  month,  and  on  that  day  the 
money  was  accordingly  paid  over  to  the  plaintiff  or  his 
attorney.  Then  the  party  was  completely  a  bankrupt,  and 
that  being  one  of  the  ordinary  modes  of  terminating  a  suit, 
and  it  being  held  that  such  a  payment  of  the  debt  under  the 
authority  of  the  court,  was  a  final  termination  of  the  suit, 
and  operated  to  protect  the  party  as  money  paid  under  the 
process  and  authority  of  the  court,  I  do  not  feel  disposed 
to  overturn  that  authority.  The  rule,  therefore,  for  setting 
aside  the  nonsuit  must  be  discharged. 
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Park,  J. — I  am  not  at  all  prepared  to  say,  that  this        1838. 
case  was  not  of  considerable  importance ;  but  I  was  of 
opinion  at  the  trial,  where,  as  well  as  here,  the  case  was  «• 

exceedingly  well  argued,  as  I  now  am,  that  the  assignees 
have  no  right  to  recover  this  money,  and  that  I  was  bound 
to  nonsuit  the  plaintiffs ;  at  the  same  time  allowing  them 
to  come  to  the  Court  in  order  that  they  might  have  an 
opportunity  of  setting  aside  my  decision  if  it  was  wrong. 
The  case  now  resolves  itself  into  a  plain  question,  and 
the  decision  in  Marriott  y.  Hampton,  when  we  apply  the 
principle  of  it  to  this  act,  carries  us  through  in  our  judg- 
ment.    There,  the  Court  decided,  that  where  money  was 
paid  by  a  plaintiff  to  a  defendant,  under  legal  compul- 
sion, he  had  no  right  to  recover  it  back,  although  it  had 
been  discovered  that  it  was  not  due.     Let  us  see,  now, 
what  the  act  says  in  this  case.     It  provides  that  persons 
arrested  on  mesne  process,  instead  of  giving  bail,  may  de- 
posit with  the  sheriff  the  sum  indorsed  on  the  writ,  with 
102.  to  answer  costs,  and  that  the  sheriff  shall,  in  every 
such  case,  pay  the  total  sum  so  deposited  with  him  into 
Court.     Then,  is  the  money  to  remain  in  Court  for  ever? 
No :  the  defendant  may  get  it  back  on  putting  in  and  per- 
fecting his  bail ;  and  it  is  enacted,  that  in  case  he  shall 
not  do  so,  the  money  may  be  paid  over  to  the  plaintiff, 
on  motion  made  for  that  purpose.  Then,  here  the  money  is 
paid  into  Court,  and  the  defendant,  by  the  course  he  pur- 
sues, seems  to  say  that  be  does  not  mean  to  defend  the  ac- 
tion.   If,  after  he  had  been  arrested,  he  had  paid  the  party 
the  money,  would  it  not  have  been  a  payment  by  compul- 
sion of  law  ?     It  would,  beyond  all  doubt ;  and  the  money 
could  not  have  been  recoverable  back  again.    Well,  then, 
here  it  is  paid  into  Court,  under  compulsion  of  law,  in  the 
first  instance,  and  the  Court  had  no  discretion,  on  motion 
being  made,  but  to  pay  it  over  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  ac- 
tion ;  and  here  it  appears  that  it  was  so  paid,  that  it  was 
a  payment  under  an  order  made  by  a  competent  jurisdic- 
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tioD|  and  it  was  by  legal  coinpulsion^  and  no  fraud  can  be 
suggested ;  and,  therefore,  the  case  not  only  comes  within 
the  authority  of  Belcher  v.  AtilU,  but  it  is  not  nearly  so 
strong  as  that,  for  there,  the  money  was  not  paid  over  until 
fourteen  days  had  elapsed  after  the  commission  bad  issued 
against  the  bankrupt 

Yaughan,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  that  this  non- 
suit was  very  properly  directed.  I  entertain  a  decided 
opinion  that  this  is  a  payment  under  a  process  of  law,  and 
that  it  was  ordered  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
and  I  think  the  cases  of  Belcher  y.  Mills  and  Marriott  ▼• 
Hampton  are  decisive  upon  the  subject.  In  Phillips  ▼. 
Hunter^  the  concluding  sentence  of  the  judment  of  Eyre, 
C.  J.,  is,  **  My  last  proposition  is,  that  upon  a  judgment 
recovered  and  executed,  which,  for  the  sake  of  argument, 
I  suppose  ought  not  to  have  been  recovered,  an  action 
for  money  had  and  received  will  not  lie  for  any  body,  not 
even  for  the  person  against  whom  the  judgment  has  been 

■ 

so  unjustly  recovered." 

CoLTMAN,  J. — It  is  impossible  to  draw  a  distinction  be- 
tween this  case  and  Belcher  v.  MiUs,  and  I  see  no  suffi- 
cient reason  for  doubting  the  propriety  of  the  decision  in 
that  case.  The  rule  must  therefore  be  discharged  on  its 
authority. 

Rule  discharged. 


Doe  d.  Emerson  v.  Roe. 

JmARTIN  moved    for  judgment    against    the    casual 
ejector.     There  were  two  tenants  in  possession,  and  the 
affidavits  on  which  he  moved  stated,  that  the  deponent 
premises,  b  in-    Jjad   effected  servicc  on  both  of  them,  by  leaving    true 

■nmcient,  on- 

less  it  be  shewn 

that  he  b  living  with  his  parent,  and  composes  part  of  the  &mily. 


Service  in 
ejectment  on 
the  son  of  the 
tenant  in  pos« 
session  on  the 
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copies  of  the  declaration  with  their  respective  sons  on  the        1838. 
premises  in  dispute.     This  it  was  submitted  was  suffi- 
cient 

TiNDAL^  C.  J. — ^The  sons  may  not  live  with  their  pa- 
rents, but  might  be  on  the  premises  casually.  Service  on 
the  wife  of  the  tenant  has  been  held  good,  because  it  is 
to  be  supposed  that  she  is  resident  with  her  husband ;  but 
in  order  to  make  service  on  the  son  good,  it  should  be 
shewn  that  he  lives  with  his  father,  and  composes  part 
of  the  family.  I  think  you  have  not  even  made  out  a  case 
for  a  rule  nisi. 

Rule  refused. 


Stevenson  v.  Underwood. 

L  HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  by  the  drawer  against  A  pica  to  an 
the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  for  46i  payable  six  Jf^xd,an^**"* 
months  after  date,  and  the  declaration  contained  counts  »w«f*nst*»' 

'  the  bill  — 


on  the  bill,  for  money  had  and  received,  and  on  an  account  obtained  by 

.    .    J  duress,  and 

Stated.  that  it  was 

The  defendant  pleaded  as  to  the  first  count,  that  he  ^d^lliuo^^^ 
was  unlawfully  imprisoned  by  the  plaintiff,  and  was  de-  ^^  ^^^  ^^~ 

plicity,  al* 

tained  until  by  duress  he  was  forced  to  accept  the  bill,  and  thongh  the 
further,  that  he  never  had  any  value  for  the  said  bill ;  to  L*  bldlV*"""* 
the  second  count  he  pleaded  non-assumpsit;  and  to  the  pl^^^^ 
third  count  he  pleaded  a  plea  similar  to  that  which  was 
on  the  record  as  to  the  first  count.    The  plaintiff  demur- 
red to  the  first  and  third  pleas. 

HogginSf  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  contended  that 
the  pleas  were  double,  as  they  alleged  want  of  consider- 
ation, and  duress  of  imprisonment. 

Mansel  contra. — The  pleas  were  not  double,  and  they 
would  not  have  been  complete  with  the  mere  allegation  of 


Stbvbmbon 

V. 

Underwood. 
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1838.  duress.  A  plea  could  not  be  considered  double*  unless  it 
contained  allegations  of  two  distinct  matters,  each  of 
which  would  be  an  answer  to  the  action.  But  duress  did 
not  vitiate  the  instrument  ab  initio ;  it  did  not  render  it 
▼oid,  but  only  voidable  (a).  If  the  want  of  consideration 
alone  had  been  pleaded,  the  plea  would  have  been  bad. 
Easion  v.  Pratcheit  (ft),  Noel  v.  Rich  (c).  The  plea  must 
be  taken  distributively,  and  if  duress  only  were  pleaded, 
and  the  plaintiff  replied  not  admitting  it,  it  might  be 
doubted  whether,  if  there  was  value  proved,  it  would  be 
a  good  answer.  Reynolds  v.  Ivemey  (d),  Stoughion  v.  The 
Earl  of  Kilmorey  (^),  Lacey  v.  Forrester  {/),  Mills  v. 
Oddey  (g),  and  Com.  Dig.  (A),  were  also  cited. 

Hoggins  in  reply. — The  duress  and  the  want  of  consi- 
deration alleged  in  the  bill  were  distinct  matters,  and 
bad  no  connexion  whatever,  and  both  being  contained 
in  one  plea,  it  was  rendered  double.  He  cited  Com. 
Dig.  (i). 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — It  appears  to  me,  that  the  plea  is  bad. 
It  is  demurred  to,  on  the  ground  that  it  contains  two 
separate  defences;  but  the  answer  to  this  is,  that  it  is 
not  bad  for  duplicity,  because  the  second  ground  is  badly 
pleaded.  But  does  it  follow  as  a  conclusion  of  law, 
that,  because  one  of  two  defences  in  one  plea  is  badly 
pleaded,  the  plea  is  not  therefore  double  ?  There  are  au* 
thorities  to  rebut  such  an  assumption ;  it  is  laid  down  by 
Doddridge^  J.,  (^),  that  a  plea  containing  several  defences 

(a)  2  Inst.  482.  0)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  722. 

{b)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  472.  (A)  Tit.  Pleader,  2  W.  19. 

(c)  Ante,  Vol.  4,  p.  228.  (i)  Tit.  Pleader,  E.  2. 

(d)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  463.  ik)  Poph.  186;  Com.  Dig.  tit. 

(e)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  705.  Pleader,  E.  2. 
(/)  Ante,  Vol.  3,  p.  668. 
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18  still  bad^  although  only  one  of  the  matters  contained  in        1838. 
it  is  material.  ^^     ^ 

Stevenbon 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff.  o. 

Underwood. 

The  Court,  however,  on  the  application  of  Mansel,  gave 
leave  to  amend  on  payment  of  costs. 


Fisher  r.  Hewitt. 

rVlGHTMAN  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause,  why  inthepar- 
an  order  made  by  Vaughan,  J.,  at  chambers  should  not  jection"deiivered 
be  rescinded.     It  was  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff  ^^^^  «*»«  New 

®  «  Patent  Act,  the 

against  the  defendant  for  an  infringement  of  a  patent,  suUtantUi  ob- 

Aj^i_»r  ^•»  4.-  !_•        jeciions  must 

granted  to  him  for  certain  improvements  m  a  machine  ^  g^^^^^i  ;„ 
employed  in  making  lace,  and  the  defendant  pleaded  se-  !^*''!?-^^.."i"^ 
▼eral  pleas,   and  gave  notice  of  various  objections,  on  language,  and 
which  be  intended  to  rely  at  the  trial,  in  pursuance  of  must  not  be 
the  statute  6  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  83,  s.  5 ;  but  a  summons  was  ^^ng'^ereiy 
taken  out  at  chambers,  calling  on  him  to  shew  cause  general  inform- 

.  ...         »^>on« 

why  he  should  not  within  two  days  furnish  '*  intelligible 
and  true"  particulars  of  the  objections  he  intended  to 
offer  at  the  trial  of  the  cause.  The  summons  was  heard 
before  Vaughan,  J.9  and  that  learned  Judge  made  an  or- 
der that,  "  the  defendant  do  deliver  more  specific  objec- 
tions within  two  days."  It  was  to  set  aside  this  order  that 
the  present  motion  was  made,  and  it  was  contended,  that 
it  was  not  the  object  of  the  legislature  in  the  recent  act, 
to  bind  down  either  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant  in  any 
action  to  very  great  precision  in  the  particulars  which  he 
delivered  ;  but  only  to  compel  him  to  give  reasonable  no- 
tice of  the  objections,  on  which  he  meant  to  rely.  It  was 
for  the  Judge  at  nisi  prius  to  inflict  a  penalty  upon  the 
party  delivering  the  objections,  for  it  was  provided  by  the 
act,  that  no  objection  should  be  allowed  to  be  made  at  the 
trial,  unless  those  alluded  to  in  the  notice  were  proved. 


Hewitt. 
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1888.  Wilde,   Serjty  and   Hoggins    shewed   cause.  —  The 

power  of  the  Court  to  interfere  was  undoubted^  and  had 

Fisher 

V.  been  distinctly  settled  by  the  recent  case  of  Bulnou  t. 

Mackenzie  (a),  when  the  Court  considered  the  question 
as  compared  with  the  decisions  on  the  statute  of  set-off 
Nothing  turned  here  upon  the  general  words  of  the  act, 
requiring  a  party  to  deliver  a  notice  of  the  objections  he 
intended  to  offer^  because  if  the  Court  referred  to  the 
cases  on  the  statutes  under  which  notices  of  action  were 
required  to  be  given^  they  would  see  the  construction 
put  on  the  general  words  used  in  them.  The  notice 
given,  however,  must  not  merely  comply  with  the  precise 
words  of  the  statute,  but  must  comply  also  with  the  obvious 
meaning  and  intention  of  the  legislature.  A  mere  formula 
therefore  in  this  case,  setting  forth  every  objection  which 
could  be  offered  was  not  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the 
act,  for,  if  that  were  permitted,  the  provisions  of  the 
statute,  which  were  intended  to  have  a  wholesome  and 
salutary  effect,  would  lose  their  force.  The  particu- 
lars here  contained  objections  to  the  number  of  twenty. 
These  were,  that  the  grantee  of  the  patent  had  not  invented 
any  improvement ;  that  the  grantee  was  not  the  first  in- 
ventor ;  that  the  improvements  were  not  invented  by  him ; 
that  if  any  part  of  the  invention  was  new,  it  was  use- 
less, and  unnecessary,  and  should  not  have  been  included 
in  the  specification ;  that  the  supposed  improvements  bad 
been  in  use  long  before  the  granting  of  the  patent ;  that 
the  means  by  which  the  improvements  might  be  employed 
were  so  imperfectly  described  in  the  specification,  that 
they  could  not  be  applied.  It  was  said  in  the  specification 
that  it  was  an  improvement  of  the  machinery  used  for 
making  bobbin  net  lace,  whereas  there  were  several  ma- 
chines for  making  that  description  of  lace,  and  whereas 
no  improvement  was  shewn ;  that  the  machinery  was  aU 

(a).  Ante,  p.  2]  5. 


Hewitt. 
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ready  complete,  and  that  it  was  not  improved  by  the  sup-         1838. 
posed  invention  of  the  plaintiff:  that  the  improvements  or       "  *^      ' 
some  of  cliem  were  not  new,  and  had  been  in  general  use ;  v. 

that  the  invention  was  more  extensive  than  that  described 
in  the  specification;  that  there  were  many  descriptions  of 
the  invention  in  the  specification  which  were  useless  and 
tended  to  mislead  ;  that  the  invention  was  not  an  improve- 
ment, and  that  if  it  was,  it  was  not  of  sufficient  importance 
to  be  tlie  subject  of  a  patent ;  and,  after  several  others, 
the  defendant  lastly  gave  notice  that  he  should  take  all 
such  further  objections  as  should  be  deemed  admissible 
under  the  plea.  Many  of  these  notices  gave  no  informa- 
tion at  all.  [Tindal,  C.  J. — Some  of  them  are  intelligible 
enough  ;  but  the  objection  to  them  is,  that  they  go  so  wide 
and  give  such  merely  general  information,  that  they,  in 
fact,  are  like  the  old  plea  of  the  general  issue.]  The  in- 
tention of  the  statute  was,  that  the  parties  might  be  pre- 
pared to  meet  each  other  at  the  trial  of  the  cause  upon 
specific  points,  and  it  was  but  just  that  the  party  to  whose 
invention  objections  were  made,  should  know  what  ques- 
tions were  to  he  relied  upon.  If,  however,  the  plaintiff 
here  were  compelled  to  go  to  trial  with  such  a  notice  as 
had  been  given,  he  must  go  prepared  to  defend  and  sup- 
port every  wheel  and  crank  of  his  machine,  and  instead 
of  the  object  of  the  new  statute  being  complied  with, 
so  the  expense  of  the  trial  decrease,  the  contrary  must 
necessarily  be  the  case.  The  particulars,  it  was  true, 
exceeded  the  plea  which  had  been  delivered ;  but  they 
were  so  general  in  their  terms  as  to  be  quite  useless.  The 
legislature,  by  the  passing  of  this  act,  liad  contemplated 
the  possibility  of  patented  rights  being  avoided,  and  had, 
therefore,  given  the  power  to  the  Court  to  compel  an 
amendment  of  the  particulars  in  case  of  need,  and  it  was 
the  duty,  therefore,  of  the  Court  to  give  the  patentee  such 
particulars,  as  would  enable  him  to  have  a  fair  opportunity 
of  answering  every  objection  which  was  raised. 

VOL.  VI.  D  D  D  D.P.C. 
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1838.  Wighiman,  in  support  of  the  rule. — It  was  remarkable, 

that  down  to  the  time  of  the  passing  of  this  act,  the  defend- 
ant Hias  never  known  to  be  compelled  to  state  his  grounds 
of  defence  and  objections,  and  the  patentee  was  therefore 
in  great  diflScuhy,  for  it  was  incumbent  on  him  to  make  out 
his  case;  and  it  had  often  happened,  that  he  had  gone 
into  Court  with  the  general  issue  pleaded  by  the  defend- 
ant, quite  ignorant  whether  the  defendant  intended  to 
object  to  his  patent,  or  whether  his  object  was  to  set  up  a 
defence  upon  the  merits.  The  intention,  then,  with  which 
this  statute  was  framed,  was,  that  the  patentee  might  be 
informed  whether  his  patent  was  attacked  or  not,  and 
therefore  the  defendant  was  compelled  to  state  his  grounds 
of  objection ;  but  that  minute  description  of  every  point 
of  his  defence,  which  was  called  for  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  was  never  intended  to  be  given.  Suppose  a  de- 
fendant were  to  take,  in  a  formal  manner,  every  ground  of 
objection  possible  to  be  framed,  it  would  amount  only  to 
this,  that  the  plaintiff  must  come  to  the  Court  prepared 
to  shew  that  his  patent  was  right  in  all  points.  The  de- 
fendant was  entitled  to  take  any  objections  he  thought 
available  for  his  case,  and  he  could  not  be  restrained,  and 
the  penalty  given  in  case  of  any  being  taken  which  were  im- 
proper, and  which  were  not  proved,  was,  that  the  Judge  at 
Nisi  Prius  might  prevent  him  from  going  into  them.  The 
question  then,  must,  in  such  a  case,  be  considered  at  Nisi 
Prius,  and  not  here;  and  the  suggestion  on  the  other 
side,  that  the  cases  of  notice  of  action  weie  analogous, 
bore  out  this  impression,  because,  objections  of  that  nature 
were  always  taken  at  Nisi  Prius,  and  were  the  grounds 
of  nonsuit.  £Par^,  J. — There  is  the  last  notice,  that  the 
defendant  means  to  take  only  such  objections  as  are  ad- 
missible under  the  plea.  If  your  argument  is  right,  the 
Judge  at  Nisi  Prius  would  be  placed  in  a  position  of  very 
great  difficulty.]  That  was  a  mere  general  objection;  for 
the  defendant  might  say  that  all  the  parts  of  the  improve- 
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ments  wr re  useless,  and  that  the  existing  machine  was  the  1838. 
best.  It  would  be  unjust  to  fix  the  defendant  down  to 
some  only  of  the  objections  he  intended  to  make,  and  it 
never  could  have  been  intended,  that  he  should  be  driven 
to  such  particularity  as  was  contended  for.  Suppose 
the  defendant  should  say  that  he  could  not  amend ;  to 
what  extent  would  the  Court  go  in  striking  out  those  ob- 
jections, of  which  notice  had  been  given  ?  This  was  a 
question  most  diflScult  to  answer;  and  the  Court  would 
not  sanction  this  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to 
place  the  defendant  under  terms  never  contemplated  by 
the  legislature. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — I  think  this  rule  must  be  discharged. 
The  question  U,  whether  there  is,  in  this  particular  of 
objections  which  has  been  delivered,  matter  so  uncertain 
and  indefinite  as  to  be  calculated  rather  to  mislead  the 
plaintifif  than  to  put  him  in  possession  of  the  particulars 
required,  and  I  think  several  of  the  objections  are  of 
that  nature.  I  take  the  general  object  of  the  act  to  be 
as  it  has  been  stated  by  Mr.  Wightman,  not  to  limit  the 
grounds  of  defence  on  which  the  defendant  may  think 
proper  to  stand,  but  to  diminish  the  expenses  of  trials  of 
this  sort,  and  more  particularly  to  prevent  the  plaintiflT 
from  failing,  as  he  often  has,  at  Nisi  Prius,  by  some  turn 
of  evidence  which  he  never  expected  would  be  brought 
forward  against  him,  and  therefore  the  act,  when  it  re- 
quires a  notice  to  be  given,  means  such  a  notice  as  shall 
really  give  information  to  the  plaintifif's  mind.  I  am  not  at 
all  afraid  of  the  prolixity  to  which  Mr.  Wightman  alluded 
ever  occurring,  if  it  is  necessary  to  point  out  the  ob- 
jections with  great  particularity;  because  I  am  certain 
that  if  a  defendant  makes  objections  to  the  extent  sug- 
gested, the  effect  produced  on  the  minds  of  the  jury  will 
prevent  any  repetition  of  such  an  occurrence,  for,  the 
party  would  find  that  he  would  have  been  in  a  better 

DDD  S 
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situation  if  he  had  put  his  defence  on  such  grounds  only 
as  were  necessary.  Now,  with  regard  to  the  objections 
here,  some  of  them  are  calculated  to  mislead  the  plaintiff^ 
and  the  first  is,  that  certain  parts  of  the  alleged  inventions 
are  not  properly  described,  and  are  not  improvements,  and 
in  another  notice,  it  is  said  that  the  improvements  were  in 
use  before  the  granting  of  the  patent.  Then  let  him,  in 
reference  to  them,  point  out  to  what  particular  parts  he 
refers,  and  let  him  give  notice  of  the  particular  items  to 
which  his  notice  alludes. 

Park,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion ;  and  I  do  not  think 
that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  point  out  how  the 
party  is  to  amend  any  notice  of  objections  which  has 
been  delivered,  but  we  need  only  say  that  they  must  be 
amended.  Cases  of  this  description  are  not  new  in  the 
Courts,  although  applications  under  the  Patent  Act  have 
not  frequently  occurred,  and  we  never  say  how  particulars 
are  to  be  amended,  but  we  only  state  that  they  are  imper- 
fect, if  they  are  so,  and  that  they  must  be  altered,  and 
if  not  amended  properly,  that  they  must  go  back  again. 
Now,  by  the  5th  section  of  this  act,  the  party  is  required 
to  be  furnished  by  the  objector  with  the  objections  on 
which  he  intends  to  insist,  and  it  is  most  wise  that  it  should 
be  so  when  men  give  in  so  many  objections,  and  clothed 
in  the  terms  and  figures  used  here.  In  my  judgment,  there 
never  was  so  clear  a  case. 

.  Vaughan,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  When  the 
case  was  before  me,  Mr.  Wighlman  was  inclined  to  raise  a 
question,  whether  a  Judge  at  chambers  had  a  right  to  in- 
terpose to  grant  an  order  for  new  objections,  and  it  was 
contended  that  he  had  no  right  to  interfere  with  tlie  first 
particulars,  but  only  with  those  which  were  given  by  way 
of  amendment ;  but  it  is  not  now  intended  that  that  ques« 
tion  shall  be  discussed,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Judge  being 
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admitted.  As  to  the  act  of  Parliamenty  it  might  be  said  1838. 
that  the  parties  here  had  given  a  notice  under  that  part 
of  the  act  by  which  it  was  required.  But  if  any  further 
notice  is  called  for,  then  comes  the  question,  is  that  in- 
formation given  which  is  proper,  or  does  this  notice  impart 
any  knowledge  at  all  to  the  party  who  has  a  right  to  know 
what  the  objections  are ?  I  think  it  does  not;  and  that 
the  object  has  been  to  mystify  the  real  question  and  keep 
it  out  of  sight  if  possible,  so  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  know 
what  he  has  to  answer.  If  this  were  permitted  to  be  suc- 
cessful, the  act  would  be  of  no  benefit  at  all. 

CoLTMAN,  J. — It  is  incumbent  on  the  Court,  before 
sending  this  case  down  to  trial,  to  see  that  the  objections 
to  the  patent  are  stated  in  a  distinct  and  intelligible  form, 
in  order  that  the  defendant  may  not,  under  one  description, 
introduce  another  objection  to  surprise  the  plaintiff.  It  is 
much  better  that  this  should  be  determined  before  trial 
than  after  it,  or  that,  in  consequence  of  any  informality, 
either  party  should  have  an  opportunity  of  moving  for  a 
new  trial.  Although  it  is  true  that  a  party  is  not  to  be 
precluded  from  advancing  any  objection  to  the  patent, 
and  that  he  has  a  right  to  go  into  every  one  which  may 
strike  him  as  being  reasonable  and  fair,  yet  he  must  state 
them  in  distinct  and  intelligible  language ;  and  although 
that  may  lead  to  great  prolixity  of  statement,  yet  no  per- 
son  who  is  well  advised  will  think  of  going  before  a  jury 
with  such  a  mill-stone  round  his  neck,  as  the  number  of 
objections,  which  it  has  been  suggested  might  be  offered, 
would  prove. 

Rule  discharged. 
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1838. 

Wettenhall  r.  Graham. 

To  an  action       ADDISON  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi,  for  setting  aside 
plea  alleging       the  interlocutory  judgment,  signed  in  this  action,  for  irre- 

since  the  tres- 
pass, but  before  ---    rr    w^r    ^  i  t  t  .  /, 

action  brought,         ^«  ^*  ^VaUott  sticwed  cause. —  it  was  an  action  of  tres- 
eataie**?*  vested    P*^^® »    ^^^  ^^^  declaration  charged  the  defendant  with 

In  the  pro-         having  broken  and  entered  a  certain  messuage  or  ware- 
visional  assig-  ,  1  .     .  . 
nee:— Held,  not  housc  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  and  with  having  seized, 

within  the^  ^       ^^d  taken,  and  carried  away  the  chattels  of  the  plaintiflT, 

'j"ud "ewlirr  to  ®"^  ^^^^  having  so  disturbed  him  in  his  peaceable  pos- 
piead  issuabiy.     session  of  the  premises.     The  defendant  was  under  terms 

to  plead  issuabiy,  and  to  take  short  notice  of  trial,  but 
he  afterwards  pleaded  six  pleas,  and  the  plaintiff  signed 
judgment.  The  question  was  then,  whether  any  one  of 
the  pleas  was  not  issuable,  for  if  that  was  the  case,  the 
judgment  was  regularly  signed.  Waterfall  v.  Glode  (a). 
The  fifth  plea  set  out,  that  the  plaintiff  being  a  prisoner 
in  Whitecross  Street  prison,  for  and  by  reason  of  cer- 
tain debts,  did  duly  and  according  to  the  provisions  of  a 
certain  act,  &c.,  petition  the  Court  for  the  discharge  of 
insolvent  debtors,  to  be  discharged  from  his  liabilities, 
and  that  he  did  then  duly  execute  a  conveyance  and 
assignment  of  all  his  right,  title,  and  interest  in  his  real 
and  personal  estate  and  effects,  in  trust,  to  the  provi- 
sional assignee,  and  that  it  was  before  the  said  conveyance 
and  assignment  that  he  had  been  damaged  by  reason  of 
the  said  trespasses  in  the  declaration  alleged.  And,  that, 
after  the  committing  of  the  said  trespasses,  the  value  of 
the  said  trust  and  estate,  so  conveyed  and  assigned,  had 
been  diminished  and  damaged  to  the  full  amount  of  the 
damage  sustained  by  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  the  said 

(o)  3  T.  R.  305. 
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trespasses.      To  this  plea,  the  plaintiff  objected  on  the        1838. 

irround  that  it  was  not  issuable,  and  it  was  besides  con-  ^ 

°  Wbttenhall 

tended,  that  no  such  assignment  as  that  alleged  would  _  v. 
vest  damages,  in  respect  of  any  trespass,  in  the  provisional 
assignee.  In  Clark  v.  Calvert  (a),  it  was  decided  that 
trespass  quare  clausum  fregit  might  be  maintained  against 
a  stranger,  by  the  tenant  of  the  land  for  a  trespass  com- 
mitted before  his  bankruptcy. 

Addison^  in  support  of  the  rule,  submitted,  that  the 
question  for  decision  was,  not  simply  whether  the  plea  was 
issuable  or  not,  but  whether  the  right  of  action,  in  respect 
of  tiiis  trespass  on  the  plaintiff's  messuage,  was  not  con- 
veyed by  the  assignment  to  the  provisional  assignee.  It 
was  a  plea  which  went  only  to  the  damage  of  the  personal 
effects  of  the  plaintiff,  and  if  the  action  had  been  for  da- 
mage done  to  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff,  the  right  to  sue 
would  have  passed  to  the  assignee.  The  personal  estate 
would  pass ;  so,  therefore,  the  damage  done  to  the  personal 
estate  must  be  the  subject  of  an  action  by  the  assignees. 
This,  however,  was  not  the  only  question.  The  declara- 
tion had  been  delivered  on  the  30th  of  April,  and  on 
the  4th  of  May,  the  defendant  obtained  a  week's  time  to 
plead  ;  and  subsequently,  upon  a  summons  being  taken  out 
for  leave  to  plead  several  matters,  an  order  was  made,  giv- 
ing him  leave  to  plead  the  pleas  now  on  the  record.  It 
was  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  therefore  to  object  to  the 
pleas  before  the  learned  Judge  at  chambers,  and  if  the 
matter  was  contested  there,  the  plaintiff  would  not  be 
permitted  to  treat  the  piea  as  a  nullity,  and  sign  judgment. 
It  was  sworn  besides,  that  the  pleas  were  delivered  on  the 
10th  of  May,  and  that  no  objection  was  then  made  to 
them ;  but  th(7  were  retained  until  the  S3th  of  that  month, 

(a)  8  Taun.  742. 
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1838.        when    they  were  Bent  back,  and  judgment  was  signed. 
The  pleas  therefore  were  treated  as  a  nullity,  after  they 
«.  had  been  approved  of  by  a  Judge.     In  Horsley  v.  Pur^ 

don  (a),  it  was  held,  that  a  plea  being  delivered  after  nine 
o'clock  in  the  evening  could  not  be  treated  as  a  nullity, 
and  a  judgment  signed  on  that  ground,  no  notice  having 
been  given  of  the  objection  to  the  defendant,  was  set  aside. 
It  was  unnecessary  in  the  plea  to  allege  the  discharge  of 
the  plaintiff,  but  it  was  sufficient  to  state  the  assignment, 
and  that  was  good,  unless  the  petition  was  dismissed. 
Smith  V.  Coffin  (6),  and  Staples  v.  Holdsworth  (c)  were 
both  in  point ;  and  although  in  the  latter  case  it  was  held, 
that  a  plea  alleging  the  bankruptcy  of  one  of  several  plain- 
tiffs, was  not  an  issuable  plea,  yet  where  there  was  only 
one  plaintiff  in  the  cause,  the  case  was  different. 

W.  H.  Watson,  on  the  point  of  the  allowance  of  the 
pleas  before  the  Judge  at  chambers,  contended  that  that 
was  immaterial,  and  that  the  merits  of  the  pleas  were  not 
decided  there. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.,  on  a  subsequent  day,  said,  that  the 
Court  considered  that  a  plea  alleging  the  insolvency  of 
the  plaintiff,  was  not  an  issuable  plea  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Judge's  order,  and  that  the  rule  must  be  dis- 
charged. 

Rule  discharged. 

{a)  Ante,  Vol.  2,  p.  228.  {h)  2  H.  Bl.  444. 

(c)  Ante,  p.  196. 
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1838. 

M'Grath  r.  Hardy. 

Assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received.    There  were  where  an  issue 
several  pleas  on  the  record,  but  the  only  important  one  Jhe'fael*ofim 
now  for  consideration,  was  the  fourth.     By  that  plea,  the  "«cjitior»  in  the 
defendant  alleged  a  custom  in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court,  in  Court,  in  the 
the  city  of  London,  by  means  of  which  a  judgment  of  fo-  \i^^  ^^{^  ^^^^ 
reiffn  attachment  had  been  obtained,  under  which,  he  had  **»«  J«'"y^"e 

o  '  '  not  precluded, 

paid   the    money    now  sought    to  be  recovered  into  the  by  the  produc- 

hands  of  one  J.  G.  T.,  to  whom  the  plaintiff  was  indebted,  record  of  that 

It  appeared,  that  the  practice  of  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court  g^dbg  liiT  real 

was,  that  the  party  indebted  was  first  summoned  to  ap-  ^■*^JJ,?(^*^®  ^***- 

,  ,  ,  Without  exe- 

pear,  and,  in  the  event  of  his  not  appearing,  a  return  of  cution  executed, 
nihil  was  made,  and  he  might  then  be  attached  by  money  or  not  discharged, 
goods  of  his  in  the  hands  of  any  person  within  the  juris-  foct^of^J^^aJJor. 
diction  of  the  court.     He  was  then  called  in  four  succes-  ^ey  being  the 

partner  of  ilie 

sive  courts,  of  which  calls  a  record  was  kept,  when,  if  he  attorney  who 
did  not  answer,  the  garnishee  or  holder  of  the  property  was  garnishee  in  the 
warned  to  appear,  to  shew  cause  why  the  plaintiff  or  gar-  Mayor's  Court, 

t^^        '  ...  **°"  "**'  lender 

nishor  should  not  have  execution   against  him  for    the  him  incompetent 

amount  attached.     If  the  garnishee  then  failed  to  appear,  custom  oi  that 

or  did  appear  and  plead,  but  judgment  was  given  against  "*xoapieaof 

him,  the  Court  awarded  executionto  issue,  security  being  a  foreign  attach- 

given  that,  if  the  original  defendant  should  appear  within  a  Mayor's  Court, 

year  and  a  day,  and  disprove  the  debt,  the  money  should  l.epiicat*ion*that 

be  returned  to  him.  no  notice  was 

given  to  the 

It  was  alleged,  in  the  present  case,  that  in  accordance  defendant  in 
with  this  practice,  one  J.  G.  T.,  on  the  31st  January,  1828, 
made  plaint  in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court,  that  the  plaintiff 
(M'Grath)  was  indebted  to  him  in  the  sum  of  1,000/.  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  that  a  summons  having 
been  issued,  a  return  of  nihil  was  made ;  that  it  was  then 
averred  in  the  said  Court,  that  the  defendant  was  indebted 
to  the  said  M'Grath  in  the  sum  of  500/.,  and  process  of 
attachment    was  therefore  prayed  ;    that  process  having 


M'Grath 

V. 
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1838.  been  granted^  on  the  Snd  February  a  return  of  the  at- 
tachment was  made,  and  that,  subsequently,  the  said 
M'Grath  was  called  in  four  separate  courts,  but  that  he 

Hardt.  made  default,  of  which  a  record  was  kept ;  that  process 
was  then  prayed  and  granted,  to  warn  the  defendant*  as 
garnishee,  to  appear  on  the  7th  February,  and  that  after- 
wards, on  the  7th  July,  he  did  appear  to  oppose  the  demand 
of  the  said  garnishor,  but  that,  proceedings  being  had,  on 
the  ^th  July,  1830,  the  Court  awarded  judgment  and  ex« 
ecution  to  the  said  garnishor,  security  being  given,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  practice  ;  that,  subsequently,  notice  was  given 
to  M'Grath  of  the  said  proceedings,  and  that  execution 
having  issued,  and  having  been  executed,  the  garnishor 
acknowledged  satisfaction. 

To  this  plea,  the  plaintiff  replied,  alleging  that  be  had 
not  received  notice  of  the  said  proceedings ;  that  the  said 
J.  G.  T.  had  not  execution  of  the  monies  of  the  plaintiff  in 
the  hands  of  the  defendant,  and  alleging  that  the  defend- 
ant paid  the  monies  so  as  aforesaid  alleged  to  have  been 
recovered,  not  by  compulsion  of  law,  but  by  collusion  and 
contrivance  with  the  said  J.  G»  T.  On  this,  issue  was 
taken^  and  the  cause  went  down  to  trial.  It  was  then  shewn 
that  the  entries  in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court  corresponded 
with  the  plea;  but,  from  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Ashley,  an 
attorney  of  that  court,  it  appeared  that,  for  the  last  twenty- 
five  years,  the  proceedings  alleged  to  have  been  neces- 
sary had  never  been  absolutely  taken,  but  that  they 
were  treated  merely  as  a  ceremony  ;  that  there  was  usu- 
ally no  summons  issued  to  the  original  defendant,  nor  was 
there  any  return  of  nihil,  but  that  all  was  done  merely  by 
an  entry  in  a  book  kept  in  the  Court.  An  objection  was 
made  to  the  reception  of  the  evidence  of  this  witness,  on 
the  ground  that  he  was  a  partner  of  Mr.  Wardell,  the  at- 
torney who  acted  for  Hardy,  the  garnishee,  in  the  cause ; 
but  the  learned  Judge  refused  to  admit  this  as  a  ground 
of  rejection.     It  was  besides  shewn,  that  the  plaintiff  had 
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resided  abroad  between  the  years  1824  and  1834*,  and  that         1838. 
in  the  year  1827,  he  made  a  consignment  to  the  defendant  ^'^'^ 

of  the  amount  alleged  to  have  been  received  from  him  as  v. 

garnishee.  That,  in  a  correspondence  which  took  place 
between  the  parties,  the  defendant  mentioned  that  an  at- 
tachment had  been  issued  by  J.  G.  T.,  who  it  appeared 
was  a  relation  to  the  defendant,  but  there  was  no  evidence 
to  shew,  that  he  was  ever  made  aware  of  any  ulterior  pro- 
ceedings until  his  return  to  England  in  1881'.  The  jury 
returned  a  verdict  on  these  facts  for  the  plaintiff*,  subject 
to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  a  special  case  setting  out 
the  facts  and  pleadings. 

Wilde f  Serjt.,  in  Easter  Term,  appeared  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiff.  The  question  for  consideration  in  reality  was, 
whether  it  was  not  in  the  power  of  the  plaintiff  to  prove 
all  the  proceedings  alleged  in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court  to 
be  fictitious,  or  whether  the  judgment  and  execution  ob- 
tained in  that  Court,  and  the  entry  of  satisfaction  on  the 
record,  must  be  taken  to  be  conclusive.  There  being,  in 
fact,  however,  no  summons,  and  no  return  of  nihil,  there 
was  nothing  to  warrant  the  supposed  subsequent  pro- 
ceedings, and  although  prim&  facie,  the  record  might  be 
taken  as  evidence  of  what  had  taken  place,  yet  the 
plaintiff  might  contradict  it,  if  he  was  able.  Palmer  v. 
Hooke(a);  AV  Daniel  v.  Hughes  {b).  Many  cases  were 
besides  collected  upon  the  subject  in  1  Saunders  (c). 
The  objection  to  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Ashley  could  never 
be  sustained,  for  the  facts  to  be  proved  were  no  mat- 
ter of  confidential  communication  between  him  and  his 
partner's  client,  and  his  testimony  was  besides  corrobo- 
rated by  that  of  the  serjeant  at  mace  of  the  Court.  The 
answer  set  up  to  the  judgment  which  was  alleged,  shewed 
the  absence  of  every  particular  necessary  to  make  it  a 

(a)  1  Lord  Raym.  7*27*         ih)  3  East,  367.        (c)  P.  66,  n.  (a). 
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1838.         legal  and  complete  one;  and  unless  the  suggestion,  that 
""  the  roll  of  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court  was  final,  should  be 

•.  adopted,  there  could  exist  no  further  dinSculty  in  the  case, 

and  the  plaintiff  must  have  judgment.  In  the  case  of 
Wetter  v.  Rucker  (a),  this  court  expressed  an  opinion, 
that  the  jurisdiction  of  inferior  courts  must  be  watched 
closely,  in  order  that  it  might  be  seen  that  they  were  not 
improperly  acted  upon,  but  if  the  power,  which,  in  the 
present  case,  it  was  contended,  ought  to  exist,  were  allowed 
to  continue,  the  most  mischievous  results  were  to  be  ap- 
prehended. If  the  defendant  had  intended  to  rely  on  the 
estoppel,  by  which  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  precluded 
frum  questioning  the  proceedings,  he  should  have  de- 
murred to  the  replication,  which  tendered  issue  on  them, 
and  on  the  facts,  but  he  pleaded  over,  and  could  not 
now  question  the  finding  of  the  jury.  But,  if  the  de- 
fendant's argument  were  here  allowed  to  prevail,  what 
remedy  would  there  be  for  a  person  whose  property  was  im- 
properly taken,  by  means  of  such  a  judgment  ?  It  would  be 
unjust  that  he  should  be  bound  by  the  production  of  such 
a  record.  Huxham  v.  Smith  (6).  The  plaintiff's  right 
could  not  depend  upon  the  disposition  of  the  garnishee  to 
traverse  the  debt  alleged  by  the  garnishor,  because  he 
might  set  that  up  as  a  defence  to  an  action  against  him- 
self. No  means  were,  in  reality,  taken  to  convey  intelli- 
gence of  the  proceedings  to  the  plaintiff,  but  judgment 
was  allowed  to  be  obtained  and  execution  had,  as  it  was 
alleged,  by  connivance  and  fraud.  The  whole  proceed- 
ings were  merely  the  act  of  the  parties,  and  the  Court 
did  not  interfere  in  them ;  they  were  commenced  by  an 
affidavit,  sworn  by  the  garnishor,  and  this,  unless  it  was 
questioned  before  a  certain  time  had  elapsed,  was  final. 
The  Court,  therefore,  would  not  all>w  the  plaintifi*'s  rights 
to  be  concluded.    Paramore  v.  Paine  {c);  Coke  v.  Brain- 

{a)  1  B.  &  B.  491.  (6)  2  Camp.  19.  (c)  Crc  Eliz.  59S. 
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forth  {q);  Vooght  v.  Winch  (ft),  and  Stark.  Evid.  (c)  were         1838. 

also  cited. 

M'Grath 

BompaSy  Serjt.,  for  the   defendant. — The   replication        Hardy. 
was,  that  the  plain tiiT  never  had  notice  of  the  proceedings, 
and  that  J.  G.  T.  had  not  execution;   but  it  was  not  de- 
nied that  the  money  was  paid.     The  replication  was,  there- 
fore, in  fact,  an  allegation,  that  what  had  taken  place  did 
not  amount  to  an  execution.     That,  however,  was  matter 
of  law,  and  the  record  must  be  taken  to  be  conclusive  of  the 
facts  stated  in  it.     He  cited  AV Alley's  case  (d),  Reed  v. 
Jackson  (e)t  the  judgment  of  Lord  Ellenborough  m  Rams- 
bottom  V.  Buckhurst  {/),  Rex  v.  Hopper  (g),  Dudlow  v. 
Watchorn  (A),  Hooper  v.  Hooper  (i),  and  Fisher  v.  Lane  (i). 
So,  also,  in  cases  of  convictions  by  magistrates,  and  pro- 
bates of  wills,  the  record  was  always  conclusive.     There 
was  no  connivance,  and  the  payment  was  not  voluntary, 
but  by  compulsion  of  law.     Carter  v.  Carter  {Vj^  Shaw  v. 
Woodcock  (m),  and  Hills  v.  Street  («),  were  all  in  point. 
If  a  party  were  liable  to  be  coerced,  it  was  sufficient  to 
make  compulsory  a  payment  under  fear  of  that  coercion, 
and  there  was  no  objection  to  a  person  in  the  situation  of 
the  defendant  allowing  J.  G.  T.  a  preference,  and  even 
advising  him  to  proceed  by  attachment.     Then,  as  to  the 
admissibility  of  the  attorney's  evidence ;  it  was  by  reason 
of  his  capacity  of  partner  to  the  attorney  in  the  cause, 
that  he  ascertained  that  the  proceedings  were  all  fictitious, 
and  he  ought  not  therefore  to  have  been  examined. 

Wilde,  Serjt.,  replied,  and  cited  Self  v.  Kennicot  (o). 
No  weight  could  be  attached  to  the  record.     That  docu- 

(fl)  Cro  Eliz.  830.  (A)  16  East,  39. 

(6)  2  B.  &  Aid.  662.  (i)  1  M'CI.  &  Y.  609. 

(0  Vol.  2,  pp.  226,  227.  W  3  Wilson,  29?. 

(rf)  6  Coke's  Rep.  70,  a.  (/)  6  Bing.  406. 

(f )  I  East,  365.  (m)  7  B.  &  C.  73. 

(/)  2  M.  &  Sel.  665.  (n)  6  Bing.  37- 

ig)  3  Price,  496.  (o)  2  Shower,  606. 
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1838.  ment  usually  derived  its  importance  from  the  fact  of  its 
being  entirely  kept  by  some  rettponsible  officer,  but  here  it 
hud  been  shewn  that  the  final  entry  of  satisfaction  was  in 
the  handwriting  of  the  garnishor  himself. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.,  in  Trinity  Term,  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court.  After  stating  the  pleadings,  he  said: — 
Upon  the  facts  proved  in  this  case  three  questions  arise: 
first,  whether  the  material  allegations  of  the  replication 
are  proved  in  point  of  fact:  secondly,  whether,  by  any 
technical  rule  of  law,  the  plaintiff  was  precluded  from 
proving,  and  the  jury  from  finding,  the  truth  of  the  case ; 
and,  thirdly,  whether  the  facts  stated  in  the  replication 
contain  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  plea. 

It  will  be  most  convenient  to  consider  first  in  order,  the 
last  of  these  three  questions.  The  first  alleviation  of  the 
replication  is,  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  notice  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  foreign  attachment.  This  allegation  does 
not  furnish  any  ground  of  answer  to  the  plea,  for  the  cus- 
tom of  the  city,  as  set  out  in  the  pica,  is  admitted  in  the 
replication,  and  has  been  confirmed  in  Parliament,  and  the 
custom  does  not  require  that  any  notice  should  be  given 
to  the  defendant  in  the  attachment,  of  the  proceedings  in 
the  Mayor's  Court.  That  allegation,  therefore,  appears 
to  us  to  he  immaterial  and  idle. 

The  next  allegation  is,  that  there  was  no  execution 
executed.  This  is  repeated  with  some  slight  variation  in 
terms ;  but  the  whole  amounts  to  an  allegation  that  there 
was  no  execution  executed  pursuant  to  the  custom.  It 
scarcely  requires  an  authority  to  shew  that  this  allegation 
contains,  in  substance,  a  good  answer  to  the  plea  :  for  the 
plea  being  only  good  by  the  custom,  it  follows  that  unless 
the  custom  is  pursued,  the  defendant  must  fail  in  his  de- 
fence.    Now,  the  custom  is  alleged  in  the  plea  to  be,  that 
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after  execution  had  and  executed,  the  garnishee  shall  be         1838. 

discharged  as  against  the  plaintiff  below.     The  allegation 

in  the  replication  shews,  therefore,  that  the  custom  has 

not  been  complied  with.     If  an  authority  was  required  on 

this  point,  the  case  of  Wetter  v.  Rucber,  and  the  cases 

cited  there,  are  in  point  to  shew  that,  under  such  circum- 

stances,  the  defendant  is  not  discharged.     The  replication 

contains,  further,  a  statement  that  the  money  paid  was 

paid  without  compulsion  and  by  connivance  and  collusion. 

It  is  not  very  clear  what  precise  legal  ground  of  defence  is 

here  meant  to  be  relied  on,  nor  is  it  essential  to  inquire,  as, 

for  the  reasons  already  assigned,  the  replication  contains  a 

suflScient  answer  to  the  plea. 

The  next  question  for  consideration  is,  whether  the  ma- 
terial allegations  of  the  replication  were  proved  in  fact. 
The  only  allegation,  which  it  was  essential  for  the  plaintiff 
to  prove,  was  that  there  was  an  execution  executed  ac- 
cording to  the  custom.  For,  by  the  ordinary  rule  of 
pleading,  a  party  is  only  bound  to  prove  the  substance  of 
the  matter  pleaded,  that  is  to  say,  so  much  of  a  plea  or 
replication  as  constitutes  a  complete  and  valid  answer  to 
the  matter  alleged  in  the  adverse  pleading,  which  it  pro- 
fesses to  answer.  Now,  it  is  expressly  found  in  the  case, 
that  no  writs  or  precepts  of  execution  were  issued  or  exe- 
cuted in  the  cause,  or  served  upon  the  defendant  in  that 
cause,  or  on  the  garnishee,  the  now  defendant.  The  re- 
plication must,  therefore,  be  considered  as  proved  in  point 
of  fact.  And  this  seems  to  be  a  convenient  place  for 
noticing  an  objection,  which  is  made  on  the  defendant's 
behalf,  to  the  examination  by  the  plaintiff  of  Mr.  Ashley. 
Mr.  Ashley  was,  at  the  time  of  his  examination,  the  part- 
ner of  Mr.  Wardell,  who  had  been  the  attorney  for  Mr. 
Hardy  in  the  foreign  attachment.  The  counsel  for  the 
defendant  objected,  on  that  ground,  to  his  disclosing  any 
facts  connected  with  the  cause.  But  we  think  this  objec- 
tion is  far  too  wide.     The  party  objected  to  was  not  the 
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1838.        attorney  in  the  cause ;  and  if  he  had  been,  an  attorney 

^^     '  may  know  many  facts  connected  with  the  cause  which  he 

M'Grath  ^  /       , .      .. 

r.  has  not  learnt  from  his  client,  or  in  the  course  of  the  cause  ; 

and  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  he  was  examined,  in  the 

present  instance,  to  any  facts  which  came  to  his  knowledge 

under  the  seal  of  professional  confidence. 

It  remains  only  to  consider  the  second  question ,  which 
19,  whether  the  plaintiff  was  precluded  from  proving,  and 
the  jury  from  finding,  the  truth  of  the  case  by  a  technical 
rule  of  law. 

It  was  strongly  insisted  in  argument,  on  the  plaintiff's 
behalf,  that  the  record  in  the  foreign  attachment  was  con- 
clusive ;  and  that  not  only  the  plaintiff  but  the  jury  also 
were  concluded  by  it,  and  the  cases  of  Reed  v.  Jackson, 
The  King  v.  Hopper^  and  IJuxham  v.  Smith,  were  relied 
upon :  the  cases  were  referred  to  in  which  convictions 
before  magistrates  have  been  said  to  be  conclusive  of  the 
facts  stated  in  them  ;  it  was  asked  whether  a  probate  could 
be  controverted  in  evidence ;  it  was  insisted  that  in  no 
case  could  the  facts  stated  in  a  record  be  disputed :  and 
the  judgment  of  Lord  Ellenborough  in  Ramsbotlom  v. 
Buckhurst^  was  cited  in  support  of  the  proposition  con- 
tended for  in  its  fullest  extent. 

It  is  undoubtedly  true,  as  a  general  rule,  that  no  man 
can  make  any  averment  contradictory  to  a  record.  Our 
law  books  are  full  of  cases  in  which  this  doctrine  is  stated, 
or  distinctly  implied : — see  Plowden,  4S1,  Johnson  v. 
Smith  (a),  Baily  v.  Bunning  (6),  Rex  v.  Mann  (c),  Hynde*s 
case  (</),  and  the  cases  cited  ahead).  But,  although  it  is 
true  that  no  one  can  be  allowed  to  aver  against  a  record, 
and  that  not  only  parties  and  privies,  but  even  strangers 
also,  are  estopped  to  aver  any  thing  to  the  contrary,  it  is 
a  different  question,  whether  this  estoppel  will  bind  the 

(a)  2  Burr.  950.  ((/)  4  Rep.  72;;  2  Leon.  121 ; 

(6)  Sid.  271.  Olden.  138. 

(0  2  Str.  749. 
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jury  from  finding  the  truth  of  the  fact,  where  the  estoppel         1838. 
18  not  pleaded  or  relied  on.     A  jury  may  indeed,  it  is 
said,  find  matter  of  estoppel,  though  it  is  not  pleaded  and  « 

relied  on,  and  when  it  is  found,  the  Court  shall  judge  ac- 
cording to  law,  (Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  s.  4) ;  and,  therefore, 
if  a  man  makei  a  lease  by  indenture  to  A.  of  his  own  land, 
whereby  A.  is  estop^*ed  lo  say  it  was  not  demised,  the  jury 
may  find  such  matter  though  it  is  not  pleaded ;  (Com.  Dig. 
qua  8upr&.)  And  in  PleadaPs  case,  cited  in  Rawlins's  case, 
(4 Rep.  58,  and  Cro.  Eliz.  86),  which  was  an  ejectment,  to 
which,  the  general  issue  had  been  pleaded,  because  the 
jury  did  not  find  a  deed  indented,  which  took  its  oper- 
ation only  by  conclu:sion,  they  were  attainted  and  judg- 
ment accordingly;  the  reason  of  which  case  may,  perhaps, 
be  collected  from  what  is  said  in  Treviban  v.  Lawrence  (a), 
that  where  an  estoppel  is  of  such  a  nature  that  it  creates 
an  interest  and  works  upon  the  estate  of  the  land,  the  jury 
are  estopped. 

But,  however,  the  case  may  be  in  the  special  case  of  an 
estate  in  the  land  by  estoppel ;  and  where  the  question 
arises  upon  the  general  issue,  there  are  not  wanting  cases 
to  shew,  that  in  general  an  estoppel  does  not  bind  the 
jury,  and  more  particularly,  that  if  the  estoppel  appears 
upon  the  record,  and  the  party,  who  is  entitled  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  it,  instead  of  relying  upon  it,  goes  to  usMe  on 
the  fact,  he  puts  the  matter  at  large,  and  the  jury  may  dis- 
regard the  estoppel.  Thus,  in  Goddard's  case  (b),  which 
was  debt  on  bond,  the  reason  of  the  judgment  was  said  to 
be,  that  although  the  obligee  was  estopped  to  make  an 
averment  against  any  thing  expre^ised  in  the  deed,  yet  the 
jurors,  who  are  sworn  to  say  the  truth,  shall  not  be 
estopped,  for  an  estoppel  is  to  conclude  one  to  say  the 
truth;  and  therefore  jurors  cannot  be  estopped,  because 
they  are   sworn  to  say  tlie  truth.     So,  in  the  case  of 

(a)  2  Lord  Raym.  1051.  (6)  2  Rep.  4. 

VOL.  VI.  BEE  D.  P.  C. 
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1838.  Speake  y.  Richards  (jo)^  which  was  an  action  of  debt  for 
5^3/.  17«.  against  Richards,  sheriflf  of  Southampton,  on  bis 
9,  return  to  a  levari  facias,  that  he  had  levied   the  monies 

which  he  had  ready ;  the  defendant  quoad  308A  pleaded 
nil  debet,  whereupon  the  plaintiff*  took  issue ;  and  as  to 
the  rest,  pleaded  payment  and  acquittance,  whereupon  the 
plaintiff  demurred.  One  point  urged  for  the  plaintiff  was, 
that  the  plea  of  nil  debet  was  naught,  being  directly  con- 
trary to  return  of  record  ;  but  it  was  answered,  that  since 
they  had  not  relied  on  the  estoppel,  but  had  taken  issue, 
that  could  give  no  advantage. 

The  law  on  this  point  is  laid  down  with  great  distinct- 
ness in  Treviban  v.  Lawrence: — "  The  Court,**  it  is  saifl, 
''  took  this  difference,  that  where  the  pkiintiff's  title  is  by 
estoppel,  and  the  defendant  pleads  the  general  issue,  the 
jury  are  hound  by  the  estoppel,  for  here  is  a  title  in  the 
plaintiff*  that  is  a  good  title  in  law,  and  a  good  title  if  the 
matter  had  been  disclosed  and  relied  on  in  pleading; 
but  if  the  defendant  pleads  the  special  matter,  and  the 
plaintiff*  will  not  rely  on  the  estoppel,  where  he  may,  but 
takes  issue  on  the  fact,  the  jury  shall  not  be  bound  by  the 
estoppel,  for  then,  they  are  to  find  the  truth  of  tlie  fact 
which  is  against  him.  Thus,  in  debt  for  rent  on  an  inden- 
ture of  lease,  if  the  defendant  pleads  nil  debet,  he  cannot 
give  in  evidence  that  the  plaintiff^  had  nothing  in  the 
tenements ;  because,  if  he  had  pleaded  that  specially,  the 
plaintiff  might  have  replied  the  indenture,  and  estopped 
him ;  but  if  the  defendant  pleaded  nihil  habuit,  &c., 
and  the  plaintiff*  will  not  rely  on  the  estoppel,  but  reply 
habuit  &c.,  he  waives  the  estoppel  and  leaves  it  at  large, 
and  the  jury  shall  find  the  truth  notwithstanding  the 
indenture." 

These  cases,  we  think,  furnish  a  suflScient  ground  for 
holding,  in  the  present  case«  that  the  defendant  by  taking 

(a)  Hob.  206. 


M'Orath 


TRINITY  TERM,  1  VICT.  759 

issue  on  the  replication  has  waived  any  benefit  he  might         1838. 

have  derived  from  the  estoppel,  and  has  left  the  matter  at 

large  to  be  decided  according  to  the  truth  and  justice  of  9. 

^,  Hardy. 

the  case. 

Our  decision  standing  on  the  grounds  above  explained, 
does  not  clash  with  the  cases  cited  on  behalf  of  the  de- 
fendant, being  distinguishable  therefrom  on  the  ground 
that  the  defendant  has,  by  his  own  act,  expressly  waived 
the  benefit  of  the  estoppel,  and  referred  the  truth  of  the 
fact  to  the  consideration  of  the  jury. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  we  think  that  the  issue 
raised  on  the  fourth  plea  must  be  considered  as  having 
been  found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  consequently  that  he  will 
be  entitled  to  judgment  in  his  favour. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Curling  v.  Sedgbr. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  brought  by  an  attorney,  to  recover  Where  an  ac- 
the  amount  of  his  bill  for  costs  incurred  in  prosecuting  brought  for^a 
a  person  charged  with  felony   at  the   Central   Criminal  bill  of  cotts  for 

■^  "        ^  ''  business  done 

Court,  and  application  having  been  made  to  Lord  Abinger^  in  prosecuting 

C.  B.  he  had  referred  the  bill  to  the  Master  for  taxation.       Central  Cri- 
minal Court,  a 
Judge  at  cham- 

Siephenj  Serit,  in  Easter  Term,  moved  for  a  rule,  callini;  ***"  **"  ^*»« 

\       .    n  11.  power  to  make 

upon  the  defendant  to  shew  cause  why  this  order  should  an  order  to  refer 
not  be  discharged,  and  contended  that  the  items  contain-  Master  for  taza- 
ed  in  the  bill  were  not  of  a  taxable  nature.     They  were  ^^"* 
all  charges    for  business  done  at  the  Central   Criminal 
Court  and  at  a  police  office,  and  no  provisions  were  con- 
tained in  the  statute  2  Geo.  2.  c.  22,  on  which  taxations 
were  founded,  which  would  bring  these  charges  within  the 
power  or  cognisance  of  any  officer  of  the  superior  courts. 

E  E  E  2 


Sf.doeii. 


760  CASES  ON  POINTS  OF  PRACTICE,  C.  P. 

1838.         The  mere  fact  of  the  plainrifT  being  an  cflScer  of  (his  Court 
^     ^  did  not  render  his  bill  liable  to  be  taxed,  because  that 

Curling 

«.  would  impose  a  hardship  on  him,  which  others  did  not 

sufTer,  a^  persons,  who  were  not  attorneys,  were  in  the 
habit  of  practising  at  the  Central  Court.  He  cited 
Sylvester  v.  Webster  (cr),  and  Beekev.  Wells  (6). 

Wilde  Serjt.  and  Smythies  in  the  same  term  shewed 
cause.  The  law  of  taxation  was  founded  on  the  Statute 
2  Geo.  2.  c.  22,  but  that  was  a  remedial  statute,  and  must 
be  liberally  construed,  and  it  was  expedient  to  extend  its 
operation  rather  than  to  confine  it.  Smith  v.  Taylor  (c\ 
This  rule  had  been  frequently  acted  upon  \rith  advantage, 
and  it  was  not  sought,  therefore,  to  introduce  aity  new  pro- 
position. Ex  parte  Williams  (rf),  Clarke  v.  Donovan  {e\ 
IVardle  v.  Nicholson  {/),  and  the  case  of  Sylvester  ▼. 
Webster,  already  cited,  were  also  in  point.  In  Wardle  ▼. 
Nicholson,  Patteson,  J,,  referred  to  the  statute  12  Geo.  & 
c.  13.  s.  7,  shewing  that  bills  for  business  done  at  county 
courts  were  taxable.  The  Central  Criminal  Court  was 
established  by  the  statute  4  &  5  Will.  4.  c.  36,  and  by 
sections  4,  6,  and  12,  authority  was  given  to  the  Judges  to 
award  costs  to  prosecutors  and  witnesses.  The  Judges  of 
the  superior  courts  were  made  members  of  that  court,  and 
it  was  besides  provided,  that  indictments  found  at  the 
Quarter  Sessions  might  be  removed  there,  and  thence 
to  the  court  of  Queen*s  Bench,  and  writs  of  error  would 
lie  from  that  court.  It  was  also  a  court  of  oyer  and  ter- 
miner, and  a  court  of  record.  The  court,  in  considering 
the  question  now  before  them,  would  look  to  the  inconve- 
nience to  which  a  decision  that  the  bill  could  not  be  taxed 
would  give  rise  ;  as  the  effect  of  it  would  be,  that  on  the 

(a)  9  Bing.  388.  (cO  4  T.  R.  124,  496. 

{b)  1  C.  &  M.  75.  (e)  6  T.  R.  694. 

(c)  Ante,  Vol. ) ,  p.  212.  (  /)  4  B.  &  Ad.  469. 
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trial,  the  attorney]2woulcl  have  to  shew  that  every  item  in  1838. 
Ills  bill  was  a  reasonable  one.  Now,  an  objection  would 
be  raised,  that  in  the  Central  Criminal  Court  there  was  no 
taxing  officer,  and  the  case  of  Becke  v.  WeUs^  which  had 
already  been  cited,  would  be  relied  upon.  That  was  a  case 
of  an  application  to  tax  a  bill  of  costs  for  business  done  at 
a  court  of  Requests,  and  the  objection  was,  that  there  was  no 
taxing  officer  attached  to  that  court.  But,  the  Judges  of  the 
Central  Criminal  Court  had  the  power  of  ^awarding  costs, 
and  if  that  power  existed,  an  incidental  power  to  tax  those 
costs  must  be  presumed,  which  might  be  delegated  by  the 
Judge  to  the  officer  of  the  court,  the  cbrk  of  the  crown. 
But  it  uas  said,  that  any  person,  not  an  attorney,  was  at 
hberty  to  practise  at  the  Central  Criminal  Court.  This, 
however,  would  not  alter  the  case  of  the  bill  of  costs  of  an 
attorney,  nor  would  it  remove  its  liability  to  be  taxed,  for 
in  Smith  v.  Waitleworth  (a).  Lord  Tenterden  said,  '*  McUiy 
things  may  be  done  in  some  courts,  as,  for  instance,  the 
court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  by  persons  who  are  not  attor- 
neys ;  and  no  court  could  tax  the  bills  of  such  persons. 
But,  when  the  same  business  has  been  done  by  attorneys 
of  this  court,  it  has  been  held  otherwise.*'  It  could  not 
be  contended,  that  the  business  was  not  done  at  law,  for 
the  court,  in  which  it  was  done,  was  subordinate  only 
to  the  court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  besides  it  received 
records  from  the  court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  and  was  pre- 
sided over  by  the  Judges  of  the  superior  courts,  who 
administered  the  law  there,  and  their  judgments  might  be 
reviewed  by  writs  of  error.  The  costs,  here,  in  fact,  were 
not  cobts  between  attorney  and  client,  but  between  the 
prosecutor  and  the  county,  by  which,  they  were  eventually 
paid ;  and  that  the  officer  of  the  court  was,  to  all  intent:^ 
and  purpose^,  a  taxing  officer,  was  evident,  because  the 

(a)  4  B.  &  C.  364. 
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1838.        custs  to  be  allowed  under  the  statute. were  not  definitely 
pointed  out,  but  their  amount  was  to  be  ascertained. 

Stephen,  Serjt.,  and  Channcll,  in  support  of  the  rule. — 
It  did  not  appear  that  any  custom  or  practice  had  been 
established,  and  therefore  it  was  important  that  the  ques- 
tion sliould  be  settled.  It  could  not  be  said,  that  it  was 
the  practice  to  refer  such  bills  to  the  officer  of  any  one  of 
the  superior  Courts,  and  as  no  general  jurisdiction  existed 
in  the  Courts  of  Westminster,  to  refer  bills  of  costs  for 
taxation,  the  order  of  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  must  be  dis* 
charged.    The  case  of  Dagley  v.  Kentish  (a)  was  in  point 

The^case  must  rest,  then,  entirely  on  the  words  of  the 
act  of  Parliament,  and  unless  by  its  provisions,  the  bill 
was  required  to  be  referred,  it  could  noi  be  taxed,  because 
every  man  had  a  common  law  right,  to  have  his  services 
estimated  by  a  jury.  It  must  be  admitted,  that  the  statute 
was  remedial,  but  injustice  must  not  be  worked  for  the 
sake  of  convenience.  By  the  construction  to  be  put  upon 
the  act,  where  a  bill  was  to  be  taxed,  it  must  be  for  busi* 
ness  done  in  the  court,  to  the  officer  of  which,  it  was  to  be 
referred :  Ashton  v.  Molyneux  (b).  That  case  gave  the 
natural  and  proper  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  statute, 
and  it  was  only  in  the  later  cases  that  there  had  been 
any  deviation  from  the  original  practice:  Siephemwon w, 
Taylor  (c),  Ex  parte  Williams^  Clarke  v.  Donovan,  already 
cited.  In  the  latter  case,  however,  the  decision  was  not 
that  the  bill  was  taxable,  but  only  that  it  must  be  delivered 
a  month  before  action  brought.  In  the  Central  Criminal 
Court  there  was,  in  fact,  no  taxing  officer  Within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  act ;  for  although  a  person  regulated  the  allow- 
ances to  witnesses,  there  was  no  taxation  between  party 
and  party,  or  between  attorney  and  client,  and  the  allow- 
ed) Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  330.  (6)  Barnes,  122. 

(c)  4  T.  R.  124,  n. 
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ance  was  made  on  a  particular  scale  laid  down.     Ex  parte        1838. 
King  (o),  Ex  parte  Partridge  (A),  fViUiams  v.  OdeU  (c),  Rex      ^^^^^^ 
V.  Backld)^  and  Howard  v.  Groom  (e)^  were  all  in  point.  ». 

Sedoer. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


TiNDAL,  C.  J.,  in  this  term  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. — The  short  question  in  this  case  is,  whether, 
pending  an  action  brought  by  an  attorney  of  this  Court  for 
the  recovery  of  his  bill  of  charges  for  business  done  in  the 
Central  Criminal  Court,  a  Judge  may  make  an  order  for 
the  taxation  of  such  bill  upon  the  usual  terms,  and  we  are 
of  opinion  that  such  an  order  may  be  made. 

That  the  action  is  brought  for  the  recovery  of  fees, 
charges,  and  disbursements  at  law,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute,  appears  to  us  to  follow,  from  the  consideration 
of  the  constitution  of  the  court  in  which  the  business  was 
done.  The  Central  Criminal  Court  is  a  common  law  court 
of  oyer  and  terminer  and  general  gaol  delivery,  a  court 
which  has  been  held  for  centuries  for  the  city  of  London^ 
and  for  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  which  has  been  only 
80  far  altered  and  modified  by  the  provisions  contained 
in  the  late  statute,  (4  &  5  W.  4,  c.  36),  as  is  necessary 
for  the  purpose  of  comprehending  certain  defined  parts 
of  the  adjacent  counties,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court. 

The  bill,  therefore,  falls  within  the  first  part  of  the 
S3rd  section  of  the  2  Geo.  2,  c.  23,  as  a  bill  that  must  be 
delivered  a  month  before  action  brought;  upon  the  same 
principle  that  a  bill  for  business  done  at  quarter  sessions 
has  been  held  to  fall  within  the  provision  of  the  statute ; 
and,  undoubtedly,  the  general  understanding  and  practice 
in  the  profession  has  always  been,  that  where  the  attor- 

(«)  3  N.  &  M.  437.  (c)  4  Price,  279. 

(6)  3  Sxvnns.  398.  (d)  9  Pr.  319. 

(e)  Ante,  Vol.4,  p. 21. 
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1838.        ney*8  bill  is  necessarily  to  be  delivered  under  the  statute, 
'     '     '       before   action   brought,    the   same  falls   also  within    the 

Curling 

V.  second  branch  of  the  statute,  and  may  be  referred  to  be 

taxed.  One  objection  has  been  relied  upon  against  the 
application  of  the  statute  in  this  case,  namely,  that  there 
is  no  taxing  officer  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  whereas, 
at  the  quarter  sessions  it  is  alleged  that  there  is  a  taxing 
officer — the  clerk  of  the  peace.  But,  we  think,  the  clerk 
of  the  crown  in  the  Central  Criminal  Court  must  be  consi- 
dered for  this  purpose  as  standing  precisely  in  the  same 
place  as  the  clerk  of  the  peace  at  the  quarter  sessions.  The 
clerk  of  the  peace  is  not  in  strictness  a  taxing  officer,  as 
between  the  attorney  and  client,  although  his  duty  calk 
upon  him  to  regulate  the  charges  in  the  attorney's  bill  as 
between  the  prosecutor  and  the  county:  and,  as  he  has 
been  considered  a  taxing  officer,  there  seems  no  real  dis- 
tinction between  him  and  the  clerk  of  the  crown. 

But  we  rest  our  opinion  principally  upon  the  latter  part 
of  the  23rd  section,  by  which,  the  judges  of  the  respective 
courts  are  required  to  *'  refer  the  said  bill,  and  the  attor- 
ney's demand  thereupon  to  be  taxed,  although  no  action 
or  suit  shall  be  then  depending  in  such  court  touching 
the  same,**  for  we  think  those  words  do,  by  necessary 
implication,  recognise  the  authority  of  the  Court,  as  exist- 
ing before  and  at  the  time  the  statute  was  passed,  to  refer 
the  attorney's  bill  to  be  taxed  where  it  is  for  charges  at  law, 
and  where  the  attorney  has  brought  his  action  to  recover 
the  amount,  and  such  action  is  still  depending  in  the  court 
to  which  application  is  made.  We  therefore  think  the 
present  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Doe  d.  Colson  v.  Roe.  ^1838^ 

JmOOD  Y  moved  for  judgment  against  the  casual  ejector.  Special  service 
It  was  sworn  in  the  affidavit  on  which  he  moved,  that  the  '"  *^«^™«°'- 
tenant  was  keeping  out  of  the  way  to  avoid  service.  The 
deponent  went  to  the  house  sought  to  be  recovered,  and 
having  been  informed,  that  the  tenant  was  at  home,  he  put 
a  ladder  against  the  drawing-room  window  and  got  up  to 
it  While  there,  believing  that  the  tenant  was  in  tlie 
room,  he  explained  at  the  window  the  nature  of  the  pro- 
ceeding, and  a  copy  was  stuck  up  on  the  door.  It  was 
submitted,  that  these  facts  entitled  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  a  rule  nisi. 

Coleridge,  J.— You  may  take  a  rule  nisi,  which  may 
be  served  at  the  dwelling-house,  personally  if  possible ; 
but  if  not,  then  in  the  same  way  as  the  copy  of  the  declar- 
ation was  served. 

Rule  nisi  accordingly. 


DoK  d.  TiMMiNs  V,  Roe. 

JlSA  YLE  y  moved  for  judgment  against  the  casual  ejector.  Service  of  a 
The  affidavit  of  service  stated  that  the  copy  of  declaration  ejectment'on^ 

the  ton  of  the 
tenant  on  the  premises,  is  sufficient  for  a  rule  nisi  for  judgment  against  the  casual  cjecto*-,  where 
it  seems  reasonable  fo  suppose  that  the  declaration  has  come  to  the  tenant's  hands. 
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bad  been  served  on  tbe  son  of  tbe  tenant  on  the  premises, 
and  tbat  tbe  son  afterwards  stated  that  bis  father  came 
home  tbat  night,  and  received  tbe  declaration. 

Coleridge,  J. — You  may  take  a  rule  nisi. 

Rule  nisi  granted* 


Judgment  ai  in 
case  of  a  non- 
■oit  absolute 
in  the  first  in- 
stance, after  a 
peremptory 
andertaliing  to 
proceed  to  trial 
in  the  sheriff's 
court,  unful- 
filled, may  be 
obtained. 


Willis  v.  Oakley. 

JmARTIN  moved  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit 
absolute  in  tbe  first  instance,  after  a  peremptory  under- 
taking. Tbe  only  peculiarity  in  tbe  case  was,  that  the 
peremptory  undertaking  bad  been  given  to  try  at  tbe 
Sheriff's  Court,  pursuant  to  whicb,  tbe  plaintiff  did  not 
proceed.  By  analogy  to  tbe  cases,  which  bad  decided  that 
judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit  for  not  proceeding  to 
trial,  might  be  obtained  in  tbe  SberifT's  Court,  the  defend- 
ant was  entitled  to  this  rule. 


Coleridge,  J. — I  think  you  may  bave  your  rule. 

Rule  granted. 


A  defendant  is 
entitled  to  his 
discharge  under 
the  48  Geo.  3, 
c  123,  although 
he  may  have 
been  brought 
up  under  the 
Lords'  Act,  and 
claimed  his 
sixty  days, 
which  period 
is  unexpired. 


Venner  v.  Oxenham. 

JLfO  WLING  applied  pursuant  to  tbe  ten  days*  notice 
required  by  1  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.,  2  Will.  4,  s.  90  (a),  for 
tbe  discharge  of  the  defendant  out  of  custody,  he  having 
remained  in  execution  for  twelve  successive  calendar 
montbs,  in  respect  o^a  sum  not  exceeding  20/. 

Butt  appeared  to  sbew  cause  in  tbe  first  instance.     He 
objected  tbat  tbe  defendant  bad  been  brought  up  at  tbe 


(a)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  196. 


OXBMHAM. 
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instance  of  the  plaintiff  under  the  Lords'  Act,  and  had        183S. 
claimed  sixty  days,  and  that  period  had  not  expired,  and       TT"^"^ 

V  BNIv  ER 

therefore  the  defendant  could  not  be  entitled  to  his  dis-  v. 

charge.  In  the  case  of  Ex  parte  White  (a),  it  was  held 
that  a  defendant  was  entitled  to  his  discharge,  under  this 
act,  although  he  had  been  brought  up  under  the  Lords' 
Act,  and  the  sixty  days  claimed  had  expired.  Here,  how- 
ever, as  they  had  not  expired,  that  case  could  not  be  con- 
sidered as  an  authority  in  favour  of  the  present  appli- 
cation. 

Dawling^  contra,  submitted  that  the  fact  of  the  sixty 
days  having  expired  or  not,  could  make  no  difference  in 
the  defendant's  rights.  The  case  of  Ex  parte  White  was 
a  much  stronger  one  than  the  present.  There,  the  sixty 
days  having  expired,  and  the  schedule  required  by  the 
statute  not  having  been  delivered,  the  defendant  was 
liable  to  be  transported  for  seven  years.  The  Court  how- 
ever, were  of  opinion,  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to 
bis  discharge.  Whatever  the  defendant's  delinquency 
might  be  with  respect  to  other  statutes,  she  was  clearly 
entitled  by  the  express  language  of  the  48  Geo.  3,  c.  1^, 
to  her  discharge,  in  respect  of  the  debt  of  20/.,  for  which, 
she  had  remained  in  execution  twelve  successive  calendar 
months. 

Coleridge,  J. — I  see  no  distinction  between  the  pre- 
sent case  and  that  of  Ex  parte  White.  The  defendant  is 
therefore  entitled  to  her  discharge. 

Rule  aboslute. 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  66. 
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**CotUof 
israet"  include 
cottt  of  the 
trial  of  them. 

Costs  of  op- 
poMng  an  un- 
succeMful  ap- 
plication  for  a 
new  trial,  are 
costs  in  the 
cmase. 

If  an  appli- 
cation to  uke 
money  out  of 
court  if  granted, 
and  the  rule 
is  MJent  as  to 
costs,  the  feuc- 
cnsful  party 
is  entitled  to 
the  costs  of  the 
application. 


Etre,  Gent.,  one  ftc  v.  Edward  Thorps. 
(Before  the  Four  Judges.) 

JMIR.  eyre  applied   in  person  for  a  review   of  the 
Master's  taxation,  under  the  following  circumstances. 

In  1831,  that  gentleman  recovered  a  judgment  against 
the  defendant  Edward  Thorpe  for  his  bill  of  costs,  and  sued 
out  a  fieri  feicias  thereon  indorsed  to  levy  310/1,  by  Tirtue 
of  which,  the  sheriff  of  Bucks  seized  certain  crops  of  com 
and  hay  and  other  effects  to  the  amount  claimed.  After 
the  judgment,  and  before  the  seizure,  the  defendant  Eld- 
ward  Thorpe  took  the  benefit  of  the  InsuWent  Debtors' 
Act,  and  one  William  Thorpe  was  appointed  his  assignee. 
Shortly  after  the  seizure  by  the  sheriff,  William  Thorpe 
claimed  the  crops  in  his  own  right,  and  the  other  effects 
as  assignee;  whereupon  the  sheriff  applied  to  the  plain- 
tiff Eyre,  for  an  indemnity,  which  was  refused.  An 
indemnity  u  as  then  required  from  William  Thorpe,  and 
ultimately  given  by  hitn.  The  sheriff  was  now  ruled  by 
Eyre  to  return  the  fieri  facias,  which  he  did,  by  stating  the 
seizure  of  the  crops  and  other  effects  as  above  mentioned, 
and  the  claim,  and  that  the  other  effects  produced  the  sum 
of  57/.  105.  The  sheriff  at  the  same  time  offered  the  57/.  10^. 
to  Eyre,  who  refused  to  accept  it.  In  Hilary  Term,  1832, 
therefore,  tiie  sheriff  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the 
plaintiff  and  William  Thorpe  to  shew  cause  why  he  should 
not  be  at  liberty  to  bring  the  57/.  10^.  into  court.  And  on  the 
rule  coming  on  to  be  argued,  the  Court  ordered  the  same 
to  be  brought  into  court  as  prayed,  to  abide  the  event  of 
the  following  issues,  in  which  William  Thorpe  was  named 
plaintiff,  and  Eyre  defendant: — First,  whether  the  crops 
taken  under  the  execution  were  the  property  of  the 
original  defendant,  Edward  Thorpe,  at  the  time  of  the 
execution.  Secondly,  whether,  in  respect  of  the  other 
effects,  Eyre*s  judgment  was  valid  as  against  the  creditors 
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of  Edward  Thorpe.  The  issues  were  tried  at  the  Spring  1838. 
Assizes  for  Bucks,  in  1833,  and  verdicts  on  both  found 
for  the  plaintiff;  William  Thorpe.  In  May,  1833,  William 
Thorpe,  the  plaintiff*  in  the  issues,  died,  and  in  October 
following,  administration  of  his  personal  estate  and  effects 
was  granted  to  one  Hannah  Dickinson  and  one  George 
Thorpe.  In  Hilary  Term,  1834,  Eyre,  the  defendant  in 
the  issues,  obtained  a  rule  for  a  new  trial  which  was  silent 
as  to  costs.  In  June,  1834,  George  Thorpe  was  appointed 
assignee  of  the  insolvent  and  original  defendant,  Edward 
Thorpe.  In  November,  1834,  Hannah  Dickinson,  toge- 
ther with  her  husband,  and  George  Thorpe,  were,  by 
rule  of  Court,  appointed  plaintiffs  in  the  room  of  William 
Thorpe,  deceased.  At  the  Spring  Assizes,  1835,  the  cause 
was  taken  down  again  and  made  a  remanet.  At  the  Sum- 
mer Assizes,  1835,  the  cause  was  tried,  when  the  first  issue, 
as  to  the  crops,  was  found  for  Eyre,  the  defendant,  and  the 
second  issue,  as  to  the  other  effects,  for  the  plaintiffs. 
In  Michaelmas  Term,  1835,  Eyre  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
for  a  new  trial,  which,  in  Easter  Term,  1837,  was  dis- 
charged • 

Between  the  25th  and  30th  of  May,  1837,  the  follow- 
ing correspondence  took  place  between  the  solicitor  for 
the  plaintiffB  and  the  defendant  Eyre*s  agent : — 

"  Dear  Sir  "  Chancery  Lane,  25th  May,  1837. 

**  Will  your  client  consent  to  the  money  paid  into  court 
by  the  sheriff*  being  paid  over  to  the  plaintiffs ;  and  will  he 
also  consent  to  pay  the  costs  of  our  appearing  upon  the 
8heriff"8  rules,  and  that  his  judgment  be  vacated? 

•*  Yours  truly, 

"  Mr.  Miller.  "  Henry  C.  Chilton." 

"  Dear  Sir,  "  Chancery  Lane,  29th  May,  1837. 

"  Unless  I  receive  your  client's  determination,  I  must 
instruct  counsel  to  apply  to  the  Court,  to  prevent  losing  the 
term.  "  Yours  truly, 

"  Mr.  Miller.  "  Henry  C.  Chilton." 


Etbe 

V. 

Thorpe. 
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1838.  ••  Dear  Sir,  "  30th  May. 

**  Mr.  Eyre  has  instructed  me  to  say,  in  answer  to  your 
letter  of  the  25th  of  May,  that  he  will  consent  to  the 
money  paid  into  court  by  the  sheriff,  being  paid  over  to 
the  plaintiffs  to  the  use  of  the  assignee  of  Edward  Thorpe, 
but  he  will  consent  to  the  payment  of  no  costs. 

"  Yours  truly, 
"  Mr.  Chilton.  "  Thomas  Miller.- 

In  consequence  of  Mr.  Eyre's  refusal  to  pay  any  costs, 
the  plaintiffs,  on  the  Snd  of  June,  1837,  obtained  the  fol- 
lowing rule: — 

**  It  is  ordered  that  the  plaindff,  upon  notice  of  this 
rule  to  him  or  his  agent,  shall  upon  &c.  shew  cause  why 
the  sum  of  57/.  10«.,  paid  into  court  by  the  sheriflp  of  the 
county  of  Bucks,  should  not  be  paid  out  of  court  to  the 
plsintiffd  in  the  feigned  issues  directed  to  be  tried  by  this 
Court,  and  why  the  costs  of  the  last  trial  of  the  said 
feigned  issues,  and  of  the  last  application  made  by  the 
plaintiff  for  a  new  trial,  as  also  the  costs  of  the  appearance 
upon  the  sheriff's  rules,  and  of  this  application,  to  be 
respectively  taxed  by  the  Master,  should  not  be  paid  by 
the  plaintiffto  the  plaintiffs  in  the  feigned  issues,  upon  the 
motion  of  Mr.  Andrews.'* 

This  rule  came  on  to  be  argued  on  the  9th  of  June, 
when  the  Court,  after  hearing  Mr.  E^re  in  person,  and 
Mr.  Andrews  for  the  plaintiffs  in  the  issues,  was  pleased  to 
order  as  follows : — 

**  It  is  ordered  that  the  sum  of  57/.  10«.,  paid  into  court 
pursuant  &c.  by  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Bucks,  be 
paid  out  of  court  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  feigned  issues,  and 
it  is  referred  to  the  Master  to  tax  the  plaintiffs  their  costs 
of  appearing  upon  the  sheriff's  rules  obtained  in  this 
cause,  which  costs,  when  taxed,  shall  be  paid  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  plaintiffs  in  the  said  feigned  issues,  or  ho 
their  attorney :  and  it  is  further  ordered,  that  the  Master 
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shall  tax  the  costs  of  the  issues  in  the  last  trial  in  the  usual        1838. 
manner.** 

In  pursuance  of  this  rule  the  Master  taxed  for  the 
plaintiffs  in  the  issues  thus: — 1.  Their  costs  of  appearing 
on  the  sheriff's  rules  as  directed.  S.  Their  costs  of  *'  the 
issues  in  the  last  trial*'  in  the  "  usual  manner  "  as  directed, 
including  the  costs  of  the  trial.  3.  Their  costs  of  opposing 
£yre*s  last  rule  for  a  new  trial,  which  was  discharged  in 
Easter  Term,  18S7,  as  above  stated.  4.  Their  costs  of 
the  application. 

El/re  objected  to  this  taxation  on  three  grounds: — 
first,  that  the  Master  ought  not  to  have  allowed  the  costs 
of  the  last  trial,  but,  on  the  contrary,  should  have  limited 
bis  taxation  to  the  costs  of  the  pleadings  only ;  secondly, 
that  he  ought  not  to  have  allowed  the  plaintiffs'  costs  of 
opposing  Mr.  Eyre's  last  application  for  a  new  trial  not- 
withstanding his  rule  was  discharged  ;  thirdly,  that  the 
Court,  when  pronouncing  the  rule  in  question,  expressly 
refused  to  give  the  plaintiffs  in  the  issues  the  costs  of  the 

application. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman. — We  think  that  the  Master's  taxation 
was  right.  It  has  been  decided  in  several  case<<,  that  the 
words  ''costs  of  issues*'  include  the  costs  of  the  trial 
also.  Mr.  Eyre  having  failed,  it  was  proper  to  allow  the 
costs  of  opposing  the  unsuccessful  application  for  a  new 
trial,  as  costs  in  the  cause  in  the  usual  manner.  The  rule 
absolute  is  silent  as  to  the  costs  of  the  application,  but  the 
plaintiffs  were  clearly  entitled  to  them  as  costs  in  the 
cause  also,  for  Eyre,  by  rejecting  his  opponent's  proposal, 
compelled  them  to  apply  again  to  the  Court  for  its  further 
directions,  not  only  as  regarded  the  taxation  of  costs 
generally,  but  also  as  to  the  payment  of  the  money  out  of 
Court.  The  plaintiffs  virtually  sustained  the  whole  of 
their  rule  nisi.     Mr.  Eyre  will  therefore  take  no  rule. 

Rule  refused. 
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lagQp  joined 
in  Micbaelmu 
VacatioD  in  a 
country  cause, 
and  notice  of 
trial  not  given 
for  the  entuing 
anisefl,  it  is  too 
early  to  more 
lor  Judgment 
at  in  case  of  a 
nonsuit  in 
Batter  Term 
following. 


Harrison  r.  Williams. 

r  .  WILLIAMS  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisiy  ob- 
tained by  R.  V.  Richards  for  judgment  as  in  case  ofa  nonsuit. 
It  was  a  country  cause.  Issue  was  joined  on  the  14ch  of 
December,  and  no  notice  of  trial  was  given  for  the  Spring 
Assises.  The  motion  for  judgment,  as  in  case  of  a  non- 
suity  was  applied  for  in  Easter  Term.  The  application,  it 
was  contended,  was  too  early,  and  the  case  of  Apperlet^  ▼. 
Morse  (a)  was  cited,  wliere  it  was  held,  that  if  issue  is 
joined  in  a  country  cause  in  Michaelmas  Term,  and  no 
notice  of  trial  is  given,  it  is  not  too  early  to  move  for  judg- 
ment as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit  in  the  following  Easter  Term. 
There,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  rule  for  judgment 
as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  because  the  issue  was  joined  in 
Michaelmas  Term,  whereas,  here,  the  issue  was  not  joined 
until  Michaelmas  Vacation.  That  case  muat  therefore  be 
considered  as  an  authority  against  the  present  applica- 
tion. 

R.  V.  Kichards,  in  support  of  the  rule,  cited  Evans  v. 
Barnard  (6),  which  must  be  considered  as  in  conformity 
with  the  case  of  Apperley  v.  Morse.  The  case  of  Evans 
V.  Barnard  was  overruled  by  that  of  Smith  v.  Miller  (c); 
Af)perley  v.  Morse  must  consequently  be  considered  as 
( verruled. 

Williams,  J. — That  case  did  not  overrule  the  previous 
case,  but  decided  that  two  assizes  need  not  in  all  cases  go 
by,  before  the  rule  for  judgment,  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit, 
is  moved  for. 


R.  V.  Richards  supported  the  rule,  and  cited  Robinson 
(a)  Ante,  p.  605.  (b)  Id.,  p.  36?.  (c)  Id.,  p.  154. 


Williams. 
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V.  Taylor  (a)  and  H'illiams  v.  Edwards  (i).     From  these        1838. 

cases,  it  seemed  that  no  diflference  existed  in  the  time  at      ^     ^     ^ 

Harrisow 

which  the  rule  could  be  obtained,  whether  issue  was  joined       _    v. 
in  a  particular  term,  or  in  the  vacation  following. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Williams,  J. — This  was  a  motion  for  judgment  as  in 
case  of  a  nonsuit  made  in  Easter  Term  last.  Issue  was 
joined  in  December,  and  no  notice  of  trial  given  in  the 
Hilary  Term  following;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the 
motion  was  made  too  soon*  It  was  made,  I  believe,  in  con- 
sequence of  my  having  decided  that  where  issue  was  joined 
in  Michaelmas  Term,  the  motion  may  be  made  in  the  Eas- 
ter Term  immediately  after.  The  cases  seemed  to  me  to  be 
involved  in  some  doubt,  how  far  two  entire  terms  should  not 
intervene  between  issue  joined  and  the  motion.  After  a 
good  deal  of  consideration  of  those  cases;  however,  and 
much  inquiry  made  by  the  Masters  amongst  themselves  and 
the  officers  of  the  other  courts,  I  came  to  the  decision  above 

m 

mentioned,  chiefly  upon  the  authority  of  a  decision  of  my 
Brother  Litiledcde  expressly  in  point.  The  motion  was 
made  soon  after  in  a  case  where  a  still  shorter  interval  had 
elapsed  since  the  issue  was  joined.  A  distinction  between 
the  cases  might  perhaps  be  made,  either  on  the  ground 
that  the  issue  joined  in  vacation  must  be  considered  as  of 
the  ensuing  term,  or  that  when  issue  is  so  joined,  the 
plaintiff  ought  not  to  be  driven  so  speedily  to  give  notice 
of  trial.  But  probably,  in  matters  of  mere  regulation  and 
practice,  the  best  and  safest  course  is  to  consider  what  has 
been  done,  as  the  rule  for  what  ought  to  be  done  after- 
wards ;  and  as  I  can  find  no  case,  in  which,  under  the 
circumstances,  this  motion  was  successfully  made,  and  none 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  518.  (h)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  583. 
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1838. 
Harbiion 

WiLLIAMI. 


such  has  been  suggested,  I  do  not  think  I  am  warranted 
in  originating  what,  so  far  as  I  know,  is  a  new  practice,  and 
that,  therefore,  in  this  case  the  rule  most  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


A  plaintiff,  who 
obtains  an  order 
for  amending 
bit  writ,  u  not 
obliged  to  draw 
it  up;  and  if  he 
giwtM  notice  of 
abandoning  the 
order  and  the 
writ,  and  the 
defendant  after* 
wards  appearr, 
a  judgment  of 
non  pros.,  for 
not  declaring, 
is  irregular. 


Solly  r.  Richardson. 

^C  F.  RICHARDS  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi 
obtained  by  Butt,  for  setting  aside  a  judgment  of  non  pros, 
on  the  ground  of  irregularity.  The  facts,  as  they  ap- 
peared from  the  affidavits,  were  these.  On  the  2lst  of 
November,  1837,  a  writ  of  summons  was  sued  out;  on  the 
S9th  of  November,  the  defendant  applied  by  summons  to 
a  Judge  at  chambers,  to  set  aside  the  writ  for  irregularity. 
The  ground  of  the  application  was,  that  the  defendant 
had  been  sued  by  a  wrong  Christian  name.  On  attending 
the  summons,  an  order  by  the  Judge,  before  whom  it  was 
heard,  was  made  for  amending,  on  payment  of  costs,  the 
writ  as  to  the  point  which  formed  the  ground  of  objection. 
The  attorney,  however,  declined  drawing  up  an  order  for 
this  amendment,  abandoned  his  writ,  and  gave  notice  to 
the  defendant's  attorney  of  what  he  had  done.  He  after- 
wards sued  out  a  fresh  writ  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
for  the  same  cause  of  action.  The  notice  of  abandon- 
ing the  order  and  writ  was  given  on  the  1st  of  December, 
and  on  the  7th  of  the  same  month  the  defendant  took  out 
a  summons  to  rescind  the  order,  which  the  plaintiff  had 
obtained  for  amending  the  writ.  The  defendant  then  en- 
tered an  appearance  to  the  writ.  On  the  9th  of  February 
following,  his  attorney  gave  notice  to  the  plaintiff,  that 
unless  the  costs  due  pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  Judge 
for  the  amendment  of  the  writ  were  paid,  judgment  of 
non  pros,  would  be  signed  for  want  of  a  declaration.  The 
costs  were  not  paid,  and  judgment  of  non  pros,  was  signed. 
To  set  aside  this  non  pros.,  the  present  rule  was  obtained. 


BiCHAEDSON. 
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Richards  submitted  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  abandon        1888. 
his  order  for  amending  his  writ^  costs  having  been  incurred.  "     ^ 

If  no  costs  had  been  incurred,  it  might  be  that  he  was  «. 

entitled  to  abandon  bis  order.  But  here,  some  costs  had 
been  incurred)  for  the  defendant  was  compelled  to  apply 
in  order  to  set  aside  the  writ. 

Buii^  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended  that  it  was  not 
obligatory  on  the  plaintiff  to  act  on  the  order  which  he  had 
obtained  for  amending.  The  plaintiff  put  the  defendant 
to  no  costs,  but  gave  the  defendant  notice  that  nothing 
would  be  done  on  the  order.  Before  appearance,  it  was 
quite  clear  that  the  plaintiff  might  abandon  his  writ,  if  no 
costs  were  incurred,  and  here  none  were  incurred,  unless 
the  amendment  was  made,  but  that  was  not  done. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Williams,  J. — This  was  a  motion  to  set  aside  a  judg- 
ment of  non  pros,  for  irregularity,  under  the  following  cir- 
cumstances. The  plaintiff  had  sued  out  a  writ  against 
the  defendant  in  a  wrong  name;  whereupon,  the  latter 
took  out  a  summons  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew 
cause  why  the  writ  should  not  be  set  aside  for  that  defect 
Upon  the  hearing  of  that  summons,  the  plaintiff  obtained 
leave  to  amend  the  writ  upon  payment  of'costs :  the  plain- 
tiff, however,  did  not  thmk  fit  to  draw  up  an  order,  but 
declined  so  to  do,  and  in  lieu  thereof  gave  notice  to  the  de- 
fendant, before  the  latter  had  appeared,  that  he  (the  plain- 
tiff) had  abandoned  the  said  suit,  and  would  not  proceed 
thereon,  and  required  the  defendant  not  to  appear.  The 
defendant  however,  considering  that  what  had  been  ordered 
about  the  amendment  of  the  writ  must  be  taken  to  have 
been  actually  done,  entered  an  appearance,  and  signed 
judgment  for  want  of  a  declaration ;  and  the  question  is, 
whether  he  was  right  in  so  doing.    It  seems  to  me,  that 

F  p  p  2 
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1838. 


SOLLT 
V, 

Richardson. 


he  clearly  was  not : — The  order  until  drawn  up  amounted 
to  nothing;  and  the  plaintiff  might  equally  forego  the 
benefit  of  that  as  of  any  thing  else  done  or  ordered  in  his 
favour.  The  defendant,  therefore,  could  not  compel  the 
plaintiff,  who  had  chosen  to  adopt  another  course,  to  pro- 
ceed upon  the  order ;  nor  was  he  entitled  to  treat  it  as 
being  in  force,  and  to  consider  the  amendments,  which 
upon  certain  terms  might  have  been  made,  as  actually 
made.  Upon  this  short  ground,  I  think  that  what  the  de- 
fendant has  done  was  wrong,  and  that  the  rule  must  there- 
fore be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute^  for  setting  aside  the  judgment 
of  non  pros,  with  costs. 


A  mandamus 
will  not  lie  to 
the  mere  public 
depositaries  of 
money,  com- 
manding the 
payment  by 
them  of  a  sum 
in  gross. 

A  mandamus 
will  not  lie  to 
the  Crown  or 
its  servants, 
strictly  as  such, 
commanding 
it  or  them  to  pay 
over  money  in 
its  or  their 
possession  in 
liquidation  of 
claims  on  the 
Crown. 


In  the  matter  of  Clement  de  Bode,  Baron  de  Bode. 

JulILL  (with  whom  was  Manning)  moved  for  a  rule  call- 
ing upon  the  Liords  of  the  Treasury  to  shew  cause  why 
a  writ  of  mandamus  should  not  issue  to  them  commanding 
them  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  surplus  paid  by  the  Com* 
missioners  of  Deposit  mentioned  in  59  Geo.  3,  c.  31,  to  the 
Lords  of  the  Treasury,  or  so  much  thereof  as  may  be 
sufficient  to  indemnify  the  Baron  de  Bode  for  the  loss  of 
immovable  property  in  Lower  Alsace,  in  France,  unduly 
confiscated  by  the  French  authorities,  to  the  said  Baron 
de  Bode. 

This  motion  was  founded  upon  an  affidavit  stating  the 
following  facts : — 

The  Baron  is  the  eldest  son  of  the  late  Baron  Charles 
de  Bode,  who  was  born  at  the  family  estate  of  Neuliof, 
in  the  bisliopric  of  Fulda;  was  a  baron  of  the  empire,  and 
colonel  of  the  German  regiment  of  infantry  of  Nassau- 
Saarbruck,  in  the  service  of  Louis  XVI.,  king  of  France, 
by  Mary  his  lute  wife,  daughter  of  Thomas  Kyonersley, 
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Esq.,  of  Loxley  Park,  in  the  county  of  StafTortl.  Baron  1838. 
Clement  was  born  at  Loxley  Park,  23rd  of  April,  1777,  ^~'''  ' 
and  was  baptized  at  Uttoxeter.  For  many  centuries  before.  Baron  de  Bode. 
the  lordship  of  SuUz  formed  the  principal  part  of  the 
barony  of  Fleckenstein,  in  Lower  Alsace ;  has  been  an 
ancient  fief;  descendible  only  in  the  direct  male  line ;  not 
liable  to  alienation  or  incumbrance ;  held  immediately  un- 
der the  empire,  though  a  fief  de  protection,  of  which  the 
electors  of  Cologne  were  the  lords-protectors,  who,  how- 
ever, had  no  interest  in  the  fief,  except  the  right  to  re- 
quire, and  the  obligation  to  afford,  a  stipulated  military 
assistance  to  each  other,  with  the  right  of  appointing  a 
new  line  of  feudatories  upon  the  failure  of  issue  male.  In 
1720,  upon  the  extinction  of  the  male  branch  of  the  barons 
of  Fleckenstein,  investiture  of  this  fief  was  granted  by  the 
then  Elector  to  Hercules  Meriailec,  Prince  of  Rohan« 
Soubire.  In  1786,  upon  the  death  of  the  last  male  de- 
scendant of  this  prince,  Baron  Charles  de  Bode  obtained 
the  investiture  of  the  fief,  for  which  he  paid  a  large  sum 
of  money,  partly  constituted  of  the  fortune  of  his  said 
wife,  remitted  from  England  for  that  purpose,  by  way  of 
customary  acknowledgment  or  douceur,  in  respect  of  the 
grant  of  such  investiture.  Tiiis  grant  being  formally  rati- 
fied by  the  Chapter  of  Cologne,  investiture  was  given  by 
the  officers  of  the  Elector  to  Baron  Charles  as  the  firet 
taker  and  feudatory  for  his  life,  and  to  Baron  Clement, 
jointly  with  his  father,  as  next  in  succession  in  the  fief. 

Previously  to  the  peace  of  Westphalia,  the  provinces  of 
Upper  and  Lower  Alaace  formed  part  of  the  German 
Empire,  and  were  presided  over  by  hereditary  officers 
called  Landgraves,  which  Landgraves  were  the  territorial 
lords  under  the  emperor  and  empire  over  certain  districts 
within  their  respective  landgraviates,  but  had  no  authority, 
jurisdiction,  or  seignory  over  the  free  imperial  towns,  or 
over  the  lands  held  by  the  barons  of  Fleckenstein,  or  by 
other  members  of  the  immediate  nobility  of  the  empire 
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1838.        whose  fiefs  were  situate  within  the  ambit  of  the  said  land- 

"    '  graviatesy  except  that  the  provincial  prefecture  of  the  ten 

Baron  de  Book,  free  imperial  towns  situate  in  Lower  Alsace  (called  also 

the  prefecture  of  Hayenau)  was  held  concurrently  with 
the  landgraviate  of  that  province,  to  which  provincial 
prefecture  the  property  of  and  in  certain  villages  was  an- 
nexed. The  Emperor  of  Germany  and  King  of  France, 
who  had  long  been  at  war,  were  parties  to  the  peace  of 
Westphalia,  and  at  the  time  of  the  negotiation  for  the 
said  peace,  the  Archduke  Ferdinand  Charles,  of  Inn* 
spriick,  held  for  his  life  the  landgraviates  of  the  Upper 
and  Lower  Alsace,  and  the  provincial  prefecture  of  the 
said  ten  imperial  towns,  the  inheritance  thereof  belonging 
to  the  House  of  Austria. 

By  the  treaty  of  Munster  which  treaty  formed  part  of  the 
peace  of  Westphalia,  the  Emperor  of  Germany,  for  him- 
self and  for  the  House  of  Austria,  and  also  the  empire, 
ceded  to  France  all  the  rights  which  they  had  in  the 
Landgraviates  of  Upper  and  Lower  Alsace,  and  in  the 
said  provincial  prefecture,  and  in  the  villages  and  other 
rights  which  were  dependencies  to  the  said  prefecture, 
such  landgraviates,  prefecture,  villages,  and  rights  to  be 
incorporated  with  the  crown  of  France,  with  all  jurisdiction, 
subject,  however,  to  an  express  proviso  that  France  should 
be  bound  to  leave  the  barons  of  Fleckenstein  and  all  the 
nobility  of  Lower  Alsace,  and  also  the  ten  imperial  towns 
in  the  liberty  and  possession  they  had  enjoyed  theretofore 
as  immediately  dependant  upon  the  empire  ;  so  that,  the 
said  king  should  not  claim  any  royal  superiority  over  them, 
but  should  rest  content  with  the  rights  which  had  belonged 
to  the  House  of  Austria,  and  which,  by  that  treaty  of  paci- 
fication, were  yielded  to  the  crown  of  France,  but  without 
prejudice  to  the  sovereignty  acquired  by  France  under 
that  treaty  in  that  which  had  belonged  to  the  house  of 
Austria. 

By  the  treaty  of  peace  concluded  at  Nimeguen  in  1679, 
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between  the  empire  and  France,  under  the  mediation  and        1838. 
guarantee  of  England,  it  was  stipulated  that  the  provisions      '     "     ^ 
of  the  treaty  of  Munster  should  remain  in  as  full  force  as  Baron  de  Bode. 
if  inserted  word  for  word  in  the  said  treaty  of  Nimeguen. 
A  similar  ratification  was  included  in  the  treaty  of  Rys- 
wick  in  1697,  and  in  that  of  Paris  in  1763,  and  again  in  the 
treaty  of  Versailles  between  England  and  France  in  1783. 

In  1791 ,  the  late  Baron  Charles  de  Bode,  being  alarmed 
at  the  disturbances  which  had  broken  out  in  France,  and 
being  desirous  that  Sultz  should  vest  immediately  in  pos- 
session  in  Baron  Clement,  his  eldest  son,  made  a  public 
cession  of  all  his  rights  in  the  said  property,  jn  the  pre- 
sence of  the  burghers  and  vassals  of  Sultz,  in  the  name  of 
Baron  Clement,  then  only  fourteen  years  of  age,  in  whose 
name  the  late  Baron  from  thenceforward  administered  and 
governed  the  said  lordship  of  Sultz. 

In  the  beginning  of  October,  1793,  both  left  their  resi- 
dence at  Sultz,  and  took  refuge  in  the  Austrian  army ;  and 
on  the  10th  of  that  month  it  was  decreed  by  the  depart- 
ment of  the  Lower  Rhine,  in  public  session,  that  the  indi- 
viduals hereinafter  named  should  be  declared  emigrants, 
and  that  all  their  property  should  be  confiscated  in  order 
to  its  being  sold  or  aliened,  agreeably  to  the  provisions  of 
the  laws  relating  to  emigrants.  The  list  of  the  names 
subjoined  to  the  said  decree  were  as  follows : — 

"J.  Amann,  N.  N.,  deux  freres  de  Seltz  Bode, 
de  Sultz," 

after  which  followed  other  names.  In  pursuance  of  this 
decree  Sultz  was  seized  by  the  persons  then  exercising 
the  powers  of  government  in  France,  and  thenceforward 
treated  as  national  property.  Part  thereof  was  afterwards 
sold  under  the  authority  of  the  French  government,  and 
the  residue  continued  in  its  possession  until  the  restoration 
of  the  Bourbons  in  1814. 

Baron  Charles  died  in  Russia  in  1797. 
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1888.  By  the  4th  additional  article  of  the  definitive  treaty  of 

""     *^^       peace  between  England  and  France  concluded  on  tbeSOtb 

Baron  de  Bode.  May,  1814,  it  was  Stipulated,  that  immediately  after  the 

ratification  of  that  treaty,  the  commissioners  mentioned  in 
the  2nd  additional  article  of  it  should  undertake  the  ex- 
amination of  the  claims  of  British  subjects  upon  the  French 
government,  for  the  value  of  property  movable  or  immov- 
able unduly  (ind^ent)  confiscated  by  the  French  author- 
ities, as  also  of  the  total  or  particular  loss  of  the  debts 
due  to  them  or  other  property  unduly  detained  under 
sequestration  subsequently  to  1792. 

By  the  definitive  treaty  of  peace  between  Great  Britain 
and  France,  signed  on  the  20th  of  November,  1815,  it 
was  stipulated,  that  two  conventions  added  to  the  treaty 
should  have  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  inserted 
therein.  In  one  of  these  conventions,  entitled  Convention, 
No.  7,  it  was  provided,— Article  I.,  that  British  subjects 
having  claims  ogainst  the  French  government,  who,  in 
contravention  of  the  2nd  article  of  the  treaty  of  commerce 
of  1786,  and  subsequently  to  the  1st  of  January,  1793,  had 
suffered  in  consequence  of  confiscation  or  sequestration 
decreed  in  France,  and  their  heirs  or  assigns,  subjects  of 
his  Britannic  Majesty,  should  be  indemnified  and  paid 
after  their  credits  should  have  been  recognised  as  legiti- 
mate, and  the  amount  thereof  should  have  been  fixed. 

The  5th  article  of  the  convention  contains  the  regula- 
tions by  which  the  amount  due  to  British  claimants,  in 
respect  of  immovable  property,  was  to  be  ascertained.  By 
the  9th  article,  a  capital  producing  an  interest  or  annuity 
of  3,500,000  francs,  to  be  inscribed  in  the  great  book  of 
the  public  debt  of  France,  was  provided  as  a  guarantee 
fund  for  such  claimants,  with  a  proviso,  that  if  that  aoiount 
should  prove  insufficient,  further  sums  should  be  furnished 
to  the  extent  of  the  claims  (a).     By  the  I2th  article,  the 

(a)  This  unlimited  liability  on      fixed  additional  sum  in  full.   Vide 
the  part  of  France  was  afterwards      post, 
commuted  for  the  payment  of  a 
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period  of  three  calendar  months  was  allowed  to  claimants  1838. 
resident  in  Europe,  to  present  their  claims,  and  the  13th  ^ 
and  14th  articles,  directed  the  mode  in  which  the  claims  Baron  de  Bode. 
should  be  examined.  By  the  2nd  article  of  the  said 
treaty  of  commerce  of  1786,  it  was  declared,  that  to  secure 
from  thenceforth  the  intercourse  and  friendship  between 
the  subjects  of  their  majesties,  and  in  order  that  their 
good  understanding  should  be  protected  from  all  molesta- 
tion or  disturbance,  it  had  been  agreed,  that  if  at  any  time 
any  misunderstanding,  interruption  of  friendship,  or  rup- 
ture should  arise  between  the  two  Crowns,  the  subjects  of 
each  party  residing  in  the  territories  of  the  other,  should 
be  allowed  to  continue  their  residence,  and  their  business, 
without  being  in  any  manner  disturbed,  so  long  as  they 
should  conduct  themselves  peaceably,  and  should  do 
nothing  contrary  to  the  laws.  And  that  in  case  their 
conduct  should  render  them  suspected,  and  the  respective 
governments  should  find  themselves  obliged  to  order  them 
to  withdraw  themselves,  there  should  be  granted  to  them 
for  that  purpose,  a  term  of  twelve  months  to  enable  them 
to  withdraw  themselves  with  their  property.  All  British 
subjects  who  have  been  indemnified  for  losses  of  immova- 
ble property,  were  placed  on  the  list  of  emigrants^  and 
such  property  was  confiscated  by  the  mere  fact  of  their 
names  being  so  placed,  without  any  act  denoting  that  they 
were  British  subjects.  Out  of  the  thirteen  British  claimants, 
indemnified  in  respect  of  immovable  property,  all  but  one 
had  been  naturalised  in  France.  In  December,  1815, 
Mackenzie,  Newnham,  Hammond,  Morier,  and  Drum- 
mond,  were  appointed  commissioners  of  liquidation,  arbi- 
tration, and  deposit,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the  con- 
vention into  effect,  on  the  part  of  Great  Britain.  On 
the  19th  of  January,  1816,  the  British  commissioner  not 
having  arrived  in  Paris,  the  baron  presented  his  claim  to 
the  Duke  de  Richelieu,  then  prime  minister  and  minister 
of  foreign  affairs  in  France,  to  be  transmitted   to  the 
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188S.        mixed  coaiiinisMon»  but  this  the  duke  omitted  to  do,  tiiider 
"     '  ao  impresaion,  that  at  the  baron'a  father  was  a  Germao, 

Btfoa  de  Boob,  he,  though  bora  in  England,  was  not  entitled  to  be  con- 
sidered as  a  British  subject,  and  at  the  expiration  of  the 
three  months  allowed  for  the  presentation  of  claims,  on  the 
£Oth  of  February,  1816,  the  list  of  claimants  was  made  up, 
without  containing  the  baron's  name.  After  the  objection^ 
with  respect  to  the  baron's  nationality,  had  been  obviated 
by  an  opinion  given  by  Sir  Samuel  Romilly,  the  British 
commissioner  neglected  to  insert  the  baron's  name,  as  had 
been  done  in  other  cases,  in  consequence  of  a  misappre- 
hension on  the  part  of  the  British  commissionerSf  as  to 
the  situation  of  Alsace,  which  they  supposed  to  have 
formed  no  part  of  the  French  territory  before  the  revolu- 
tion. In  April,  1818,  by  another  convention  between  Great 
Britain  and  France,  for  the  final  arrangement  of  the  claims 
of  British  subjects  upon  the  French  government,  it  was 
agreed,  that,  in  order  to  effect  the  payment  and  entire 
extinction  of  the  capital  and  interest  due  to  British  sub- 
jects, there  should  be  inserted  in  the  great  book  of  the 
public  debt  of  France  a  perpetual  annuity  of  three  millions 
of  francs.  Upon  the  negotiations  which  terminated  in 
this  convention,  the  sum  thus  granted  by  France  as  a 
final  arrangement  of  British  claims,  was  increased  for  the 
specific  purpose  of  providing  for  the  loss  sustained  by  the 
Baron  of  his  property  at  Sultz.  By  59  Geo.  3,  cap.  SI, 
after  reciting  the  appointment  of  Mackenaie  and  the  four 
others  as  such  commissioners,  and  also  reciting  that  the 
commissioners  had  caused  to  be  inscribed  in  a  register  the 
names  of  all  the  claimants  who  had  presented  themsehes 
within  the  period  prescribed  by  the  convention^  and  had 
liquidated  and  paid  certain  sums ;  and  that  Mackenaie, 
Newnham,  and  Hammond,  had  been  appointed  commis- 
sioners of  arbitration,  liquidation,  and  award,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  acting  in  England ;  and  that  Morier  and  Dnun- 
mond  had  been  appointed  conunissioners  of  deposit  to 
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receive  from  France ;  it  was  enacted  that  the  eommistionert  1838. 
should  distribute  the  money  to  be  provided  by  France  ^^^^"^"^ 
amongst  the  claimants  whose  names  were  duly  entered  in  Bvoo  de  Bodb. 
the  said  register f  and  that  payment  of  the  claims  on  regis^ 
ter  by  the  commissioners  should  be  a  full  discharge  to 
the  French  government.  The  act  then  went  on  to  provide 
that  after  payment  of  the  registered  clsimants  any  surplus 
which  might  remain  should  be  applied  to  such  purposes 
as  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  should  direct.  The  baron 
not  being  aware  that  his  name  was  not  on  the  regbter,  pre* 
sented  his  daim  before  the  British  commissioners.  The 
commissioners  intimated  that  they  were  satisfied  as  to  the 
baron's  nationality,  and  raised  no  objection  to  his  title  to 
the  indefeasible  interest  which  he  originally  acquired  in  the 
property  subject  to  his  father's  life  estate;  but  they  re- 
quired him  to  shew  that  the  property  was  in  his  actual  pos- 
session at  the  time  of  the  confiscation  in  1793,  and  also  that 
it  had  been  confiscated  on  the  specific  ground  that  the  owner 
was  a  British  subject.  The  commissioners  being  of  opinion 
that  the  baron  had  failed  to  establish  either  of  these  pointSi 
made  an  award  of  rejection  in  April,  18SS.  From  this 
award  the  baron  appealed  to  the  Privy  Council,  who 
confirmed  it  on  the  former  of  the  two  grounds,  being 
of  opinion  that  the  attempt  on  the  part  of  Baron  Charles 
to  divest  himself  of  his  life  interest  in  favour  of  his  son 
was  a  fraud  upon  the  French  revolutionary  government. 
The  sum  which  had  been  set  aside  to  meet  the  baron*8 
claim  being  wanted  for  other  purposes,  the  judgment  of 
the  Privy  Council  was  immediately  confirmed  by  the  King, 
and  £50,000/.  was  advanced  out  of  this  fond  towards  the 
completion  of  Buckingham  Palace  (a).  The  baron  peti- 
tioned the  Privy  Council  for  a  rehearing  of  his  appeal,  but 
the  Council  decided  that  they  had  no  authority  to  rehear 

(a)  This  appropriadon  of  the     the  HoaseofComoKms  some  years 
fund  hating  been  brought  before     afterwards,  the  amount  was  rc^d. 
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1838.  after  their  judgment  had  been  confirmed  by  the  King. 
^  "*  "  The  baron  made  several  inefTectual  attempts  to  bring  his 
Baron  de  Bode,  case  before  the  House  of  Commons ;  and  in  1834>  he  suc- 
ceeded in  obtaining  the  appointment  of  a  select  committee, 
''  to  examine  into  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  his  claim, 
and  to  report  the  same,  with  their  observations  thereon, 
to  the  House.*'  At  the  close  of  the  session,  the  com- 
mittee reported,  that  without  any  fault  in  the  parties,  they 
had  been  unable  to  terminate  the  inquiry,  and  recom- 
mended that  it  should  be  renewed  in  the  next  session  of 
Parliament.  The  dissolution  of  Parliament  which  followed 
having  deprived  the  chairman  of  the  committee  of  his 
seat,  the  baron  made  several  ineffectual  attempts  to  ob- 
tain the  assistance  of  other  persons  to  move  for  a  re-ap- 
pointment of  the  committee,  and  to  undertake  the  office 
of  chairman,  but,  in  consequence  of  various  disappoint- 
ments and  postponements,  it  was  not  made  till  the  18th  of 
June,  when  the  motion  was  opposed,  on  the  ground  that 
the  baron,  in  not  making  the  application  earlier,  had  slept 
upon  his  rights,  and  the  motion  was  negatived. 

The  affidavit  concluded  by  stating  the  value  of  the  pro- 
perty confiscated  and  not  restored. 

Hill  then  proceeded. — Whenever  the  baron  has  ap- 
pealed to  the  Government  or  to  Parliament  for  an  investi* 
gation  of  his  claims,  tlie  objection  most  pertinaciously 
urged  has  been,  that  whatever  injustice  the  baron  may 
have  suffered,  his  claim  has  been  disposed  of  by  the  deci- 
sion of  a  competent  tribunal.  To  this  it  has  justly  been 
answered,  that  the  award  of  registration  made  by  the  com- 
missioners, &c.  was  bad  upon  the  face  of  it,  as  well  from 
the  absurd  reasons  upon  which  it  purports  to  proceed,  as 
from  its  omitting  to  adjudicate  at  all  upon  a  large  portion 
of  the  baron*s  claim,  viz.  that,  in  respect  of  the  interest  in 
remainder,  supposing  that  no  cession  had  ever  been  effec- 
tually made.     The  present  application,  however,  proceeds 
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upon  a  ground  wholly  unaffected  by  this  objection.     The         1838. 
statute  states,  by  way  of  recital,  that  the  commissioners  ^ 

In  re 

bad  duly  inscribed  in  a  register  the  names  of  all  parties  Baron  de  Bodb. 
who  had  presented  their  claims  within  the  period  of  three 
months  limited  by  the  convention.  This  recital  is  wholly 
untrue  as  far  as  the  baron  is  concerned.  Proceeding  upon 
this  mistaken  assumption,  the  statute,  in  giving  certain 
powers  to  the  commissioners,  confines  their  jurisdiction 
to  those  claims  which  had  been  duly  registered.  The 
baron's  claim  is  therefore  a  casus  omissus  in  the  statute ; 
and  the  effects  of  this  omission  are,  first,  to  give  to  the 
registered  claimants  a  statutory  preference  over  any  non- 
registered  claimants;  and,  secondly,  to  withdraw  the  baron 
entirely  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  commissioners  and  of 
the  Privy  Council,  and  to  leave  him  to  his  original  rights 
as  created  by  the  convention  itself,  though  such  rights, 
by  reason  of  the  enactment,  can  only  be  exercised  against 
the  surplus  which  may  remain  after  satisfying  the  registered 
claimants.  It  cannot  be  necessary  to  contend  that  parties 
are  not  concluded  by  a  recital  in  an  act  of  Parliament  (a). 


(a)  **  And  further  they  said,  that 
if  the  reference  to  the  record  had 
been  left  out,  and  the  act  had  ab- 
solutely recited  that  the  plaintiff 
was  attainted  of  treason,  and  had 
confirmed  it,  yet  the  plaintiff  might 
say  that  he  never  was  attainted  of 
treason,  and  so  avoid  the  act  en- 
tirely; for  this  recital  cannot  be 
taken  to  proceed  but  upon  inform- 
ation, and  the  Court  of  Parlia- 
ment may  be  misinformed  as  well 
as  other  courts;  and  when  they 
have  recited  a  thing  which  is  not 
true,  it  cannot  be  otherwise  taken 
but  that  they  were  misinformed, 
for  none  can  imagine  that  they 
would  purposely  recite  a  false 
thing  to  be  true,  for  it  is  a  court 
of  the  greatest  honour  and  justice, 


of  which  none  can  imagine  a  dis- 
honourable thing.  And  forasmuch 
as  the  Legislature  always  have  jus- 
tice and  truth  before  their  eyes, 
and  their  false  recitals  (if  there 
are  any)  are  made  upon  false  in- 
formation, from  thence  it  follows 
that  they  do  not  intend  any  one 
to  be  concluded  by  such  recital, 
grounded  upon  falsehood ;  for  be 
that  says  to  the  contrary,  affirms 
that  their  intent  is  to  oppress  men 
wrongfully,  which  is  indecent  to 
be  said  of  them ;  and  he  who  in- 
sists that  some  shall  be  concluded 
by  such  falsehood,  impugns  the 
intent  of  the  makers  of  the  act,  and 
in  that  the  act  itself,  for  the  act  is 
nothing  else  but  the  intention  of 
the  makers  of  it."— P/btod.  398. 
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1838.  The  turplos  is  placed  by  the  statute  under  the  contrd 

"  of  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury.     But  as  the  statute  is  silent 

Baran  deBooB.  as  to  any  claitnants  whose  names  might  not  be  inserted  in 

the  register,  the  rights  of  such  claimants  derived  to  then 
under  the  convention,  to  such  part  of  the  fund  as  was  not 
appropriated  by  the  legislature,  remain  unaltered.  The 
right  being  in  one  party,  and  the  possession  having  been 
placed  by  the  law  in  another,  the  possession  of  the  latter 
ought  to  be  deemed  to  be  held  for  the  benefit  of  the 
former,  and  there  being  no  other  specific  remedy  for  en- 
forcing that  right,  the  Court  will  interfere  by  mandamus. 
The  baron  is  within  the  convention,  and  as  a  British  subject, 
bom  in  England,  and  of  an  English  mother,  (though  the 
latter  circumstance  is  unnecessary,)  he  contracted  all  the 
obligations  and  acquired  all  the  rights  of  a  British  subject ; 
and  as  his  father  was  never  naturalized  in  France,  he  has 
no  pretensions  to  the  character  of  a  French  subject.  In 
France  he  was  a  foreigner,  and  but  for  the  treaty  of  1786, 
which  abolished  the  droit  d'  aubame  as  afi*ecting  Briti^ 
subjects,  any  property  real  or  personal,  of  which  the  present 
claimant  might  have  died  possessed  in  France,  would  have 
gone  to  the  King  of  France  as  the  property  of  an  English- 
man, whereas  the  property  of  the  other  thirteen  claimants 
in  respect  of  losses  of  real  property,  with  tlie  exception  of 
Boyd,  would  have  passed  unmolested  to  their  descendants 
as  Frenchmen  by  naturalisation.  Could  it  be  seriously 
contended  that  Sir  Samuel  Romilly  and  Mr.  Fonblanqne, 
both  of  whom  sat  in  the  British  Parliament,  and  Mr. 
Labouchere,  who  is  not  only  in  Parliament  but  a  Privy 
Counsellor,  all  of  whom  were  born  of  British  mothers  by 
foreign  fathers,  were  not  such  subjects  as  would  be  entitled 
to  the  protection  of  our  government  against  the  spoliation 
of  a  foreign  power,  and  that  they  should  ever  be  specially 
excluded  from  participating  in  a  fund  actually  obtained 
from  the  spoliators  for  the  purpose  of  indemnifying  the 
victims  of  their  spoliation.     If  the  baron  was,  by  his  birth« 
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as  complete  an  Englishman  as  any  of  the  persons  just        1838. 
mentioned  9  did  he  cease  to  be  so  by  inheriting  a  foreign  - 

title  or  by  passing  his  youth  in  the  military  service  of  an  Banm  de  Bodi. 
allied  sovereign,  whatever  foreign  air  these  circumstances 
may,  to  the  careless  observer,  throw  over  his  person  and 
his  claim  ? 

If,  as  has  been  insinuated  elsewhere,  the  acts  of  a  revo- 
lutionary government  are  to  be  recognised  and  supported 
as  being  the  acts  of  a  government  de  facto,  the  argument 
would  go  only  to  shew  that  the  French  government  would 
have  been  justified  in  refusing  to  make  any  compensation 
to  those  who  had  suffered  by  reason  of  revolutionary 
violence,  not  that  compensation  should  be  refused  after  a 
convention  had  been  expressly  entered  into  for  the  indem- 
nification of  those  whose  property  had  been  unduly  (indii- 
ment)  confiscated  in  contravention  of  the  treaty  of  1786. 
No  words  could  be  introduced  into  a  convention,  which 
could  shew  more  clearly  that  the  conformity  of  any  acts  of 
spoliation  with  the  existing  laws  and  regulations  of  revo- 
lutionary authority  was  not  to  disentitle  the  claimant  to 
redress,  if  he  could  shew  that  the  acts  of  which  he  com- 
plained were  in  contravention  of  the  provisions  of  the 
treaty  of  178a 

Cur.  adv.  vulu 

CoLiRiDOE,  J. — This  was  an  application  on  the  part  of 
the  Baron  de  Bode,  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  man- 
damus should  not  issue  to  the  Lords  of  her  M^esty*8 
Treasury,  commanding  them  to  shew  cause  why  the 
amount  of  the  surplus  paid  by  the  Commissioners  of 
Deposit,  under  the  69  Geo.  3,  c.31,  to  the  Lords  of  the 
Treasury,  or  so  much  thereof  as  may  be  found  by  the 
Lords  of  the  Treasury  to  be  sufficient  to  indemnify  the 
Baron  de  Bode,  for  the  loss  of  immovable  property  in 
Lower  Alsace,  unduly  confiscated  by  the  French  authority, 
should  not  be  paid  to  the  said  Baron  de  Bode* 
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1838.  Considering  that  this  was  only  an  application  for  a  role 

^   ""       to  shew  caose,  I  haTe  heard  it  argued  at  unusual  length, 

In  re  , 

Baroa  de  BooE.   and  taken  time  to  look  at  the  affidavits.    The  nature  and 

importance  of  the  application  as  regarded  both  the  rabject- 
niatter  and  parties  applied  against,  together  with  the  fact 
that  the  claim  now  preferred  has  been  adjudicated  upon 
and  rejected  by  a  court  of  6nal  appeal,  though,  as  was 
alleged,  extrajudicially,  and  without  some  of  the  evidence 
now  laid  before  me,  seemed  to  make  it  fitting  that  I  should 
not  refuse  the  rule,  unless  I  entertained  a  very  clear  and 
considered  opinion  against  it ;  nor  grant  it,  unless,  upon  ex* 
amination,  I  doubted  the  propriety  of  the  decision  already 
pronounced.  The  circumstances  of  the  case  upon  the  affi- 
davits (and  I  must  know  them  through  no  other  means),  are 
such  as  cannot  fail  to  inspire  a  warm  desire  to  render  the 
applicant  every  possible  assistance ;  and  there  are  in  it  so 
many  facts  and  so  msny  disputable  questions  of  law,  that 
if  it  were  necessary  to  pronounce  judgment  on  them  all,  in 
order  to  come  at  the  conclusion  at  which  I  have  arrived, 
I  certainly  should  not  have  trusted  myself,  sitting  alone, 
with  the  responsibility  of  such  a  decision.  In  the  view, 
however,  which  I  take  of  this  application,  that  will  not  be 
necessary;  and  believing  the  points  on  which  I  shall  decide 
to  be  clear  and  free  from  doubt,  there  could  be  no  real 
kindness  to  the  baron  in  putting  him  to  the  expense  and 
anxiety  of  a  protracted  inquiry  :  I  should  at  the  same  time 
be  guilty  of  injustice  to  the  high  officers,  against  whom 
the  writ  is  prayed,  and  bring  unnecessarily  into  question 
certain  principles,  with  regard  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
Court  in  cases  of  this  sort,  which  experience  shews  it  to 
be  most  important  to  maintain  inviolate.  I  shall  assume, 
for  the  sake  of  argument,  almost  every  fact  and  position 
on  which  the  bnron^s  application  has  been  rested,  and 
these  may  in  substance  be  thus  shortly  stated:  that  the 
baron  is  a  British  subject  by  birth  ;  that  either  by  virtue 
of  the  original  investiture,  he  had,  in  I79S,  a  vested  and 
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inalienable  reversion  in  or  by  the  cession  of  his  father,        1838. 
an   immediate  estate  in   possession  in  the  barony   men-  "^ 

tioned  in  the  affidavits,  that  by  an  unlawful  act  of  the  Bar«n  de  Bona. 
French  government  in  1793,  his  property  was  seized  and 
plundered  as  being  that  of  a  Britisli  subject,  and  very 
heavy  lokses  inflicted  on  him  thereby;  that  he  ought  there- 
fore to  have  been,  and  was  in  fact  taken  as  one  of  those, 
in  whose  behalf,  reclamations  were  made  by  the  British 
government  at  the  peace  of  1814,  and  whose  claims  are 
contemplated  as  to  be  provided  for  by  the  conventions 
made  in  1814  and  1815;  that  by  no  fault  of  his  own,  his 
elaim  having  been  duly  preferred  by  him  was  not  duly 
registered  by  the  commissioners  appointed  in  pursuance 
of  those  conventions,  and  that  their  rejection  of  it  with  the 
confirmation  of  their  award  by  the  Privy  Council  being 
extra-judicial  do  not  preclude  him  from  a  further  prose- 
cution of  it.  I  shall  assume  further,  that  all  claims  duly 
registered  have  been  either  satisfied  in  full  or  rejected, 
and  that  a  surplus  remaining  of  the  sum  paid  by  the 
French  government,  has  been  handed  over  by  the  com- 
missioners to  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury ;  and  finally,  I 
shall  assume  that  their  lordships  have  been  required,  and 
have  refused  to  do  the  very  act  in  substance  which  the 
writ  prayed  for  is  to  command  them  to  do.  I  assume  all 
these  things  for  the  sake  of  argument*  But,  to  avoid  any 
misunderstanding,  it  is  fitting  that  I  should  add,  I  am  by 
no  means  satisfied  at  present  as  to  some  of  them,  that  they 
are  made  out  in  fact,  or  sustainable  in  law.  Upon  the 
assumptions,  however,  it  is  only  necessary  for  me  to  con- 
sider  two  points;  first,  the  nature  of  the  baron*s  right  to 
any  portion  of  the  sum  so  handed  over  to  the  Lords  of  the 
Treasury;  and  secondly,  the  character,  in  which  they 
received  and  hold  it ;  for  it  is  clear  the  writ  of  mandamus 
cannot  issue,  unless  the  baron  has  a  specific  legal  right  to 
that  which  he  prays  for,  and  this  at  the  hands  of  those 
from  whom  he  requires  it.   Upon  the  first  of  these  points, 

VOL.  VI.  GOO  D.  P.  c. 
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1838.        it  appears,  that  the  British  goTernment  acting  under  no 

""^p"'""^       obligation,  which   any   municipal  court  of  justice  could 

Baron  de  Bode,  have  enforced,  but  in  discharge  of  that  duty  which  every 

government  owes  to  its  subjects,  stipulated  by  convention 
with  the  French  government  for  compensation  to  British 
subjects  for  property,  which  had  been  unduly  confiscated. 
It  was  finally  arranged  between  these  high  contracting 
parties,  that  the  former  on  being  paid  a  sum  of  money  by 
the  latter  should  place  itself  in  the  position  of  the  French 
government,  and  undertake  the  liquidation  of  the  British 
claims.  In  pursuance  of  this  arrangement,  a  large  sum  of 
money  was  transferred  into  the  names  of  British  commis- 
sioners ;  and  upon  this  being  done,  the  British  legisla- 
ture intervened,  and  by  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  31,  provided  for 
the  total  disposal  of  this  sum.  Certain  of  the  British 
claims  had  been  registered  under  regulations  previously 
made  and  recognised  by  this  act,  and  the  whole  sum  was 
in  the  first  instance  made  liable  to  those  claims.  Whether 
by  so  enacting,  any  moral  injustice  was  done  to  unregistered 
claims  is  not  a  matter  for  inquiry  here ;  no  British  court 
or  subject  can  question,  that  if  the  whole  sum  had  been 
absorbed  by  registered  claimants  their  title  would  have 
been  indefeasible,  and  no  unregistered  claimant  could  have 
applied  successfully  in  a  court  of  justice  for  any  share. 
This,  on  that  supposition,  would  have  been  the  case  of  (he 
Baron  de  Bode. 

But  it  is  said,  that  a  surplus  has  remained,  and  that  that 
surplus  has  found  its  way  into  the  hands  of  the  Lords  of 
the  I'reasury,  under  such  circumstances  as  constituted 
them  public  trustees  for  every  just  claimant  as  yet  unsatis- 
fied. The  baron,  it  is  said,  is  one  of  those  claimants!  It 
is  true,  that  his  claim  has  never  by  competent  authority 
been  established,  liquidated,  or  reduced  to  a  definite  sum, 
nor  has  any  specific  portion  of  the  surplus  ever  been 
allotted  and  appropriated  to  meet  it :  but  his  claim  is  a 
just  one,  is  capable  of  proof;  he   has   been  guilty   of  no 
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laches  in  preferring  it,  and  he  has  a  right  to  have  it  liqui-        1838. 
dated,  and  a  portion  appropriated  to  it.     This  is  the  state  "^    ^ 

of  things  on  his  side.  Baron  de  Bodi. 

On  the  other  hand,  what  is  the  position  of  the  Lords  of 
the  Treasury.  They  have  received  the  surplus  under  the 
act  of  Parliament.  By  the  16th  section,  the  commis- 
sioners were  to  invest  the  money  for  the  purposes  of  being 
apphed  to  the  payment  or  liquidation  of  any  such  claims, 
that  is,  registered  claims ;  or,  in  case  all  such  claims  shall 
be  paid  or  liquidated,  for  such  other  purposes  as  the  said 
Commissioners  of  the  Treasury,  for  the  time  being,  or  any 
three  of  them,  shall  direct  the  said  commissioners  to  apply 
the  same. 

Now,  it  is  obvious,  that  any  application  of  this  surplus 
by  order  of  the  Treasury  would  have  been  an  application 
under  the  act  of  Parliament;  however  unjust,  no  British 
court  of  justice  could  have  afforded  relief  against  it ;  the 
statute  gives  the  Treasury  an  absolute  discretion  to  order 
the  purposes  of  its  application.  The  commissioners  must 
obey  the  order  given  by  them,  and  the  statute  would  have 
been  the  protection  both  for  the  one  and  the  other. 

Let  it  now  be  supposed,  which  is  the  most  favourable 

supposition  that  can  be  made  for  the  baron,  that  the  Lords 
have  made  a  simple  order  to  pay  it  to  themselves,  and  thus 
placed  the  fund  under  their  immediate  control.  The  money 
will  then  have  been  traced  from  the  hands  of  the  French 
government  into  those  of  the  British  government,  charged 
with  a  solemn  trust ;  by  it  disposed  of  to  commissioners 
acting  under  a  statute  of  the  realm,  and  a  portion  of  it  by 
them  returned  into  the  hands  of  the  servants  of  the  British 
Crown.  I  may  concede,  that  the  solemn  trust  now  revives, 
and  in  this  state  of  things  I  am  clearly  of  opinion,  that  two 
insuperable  difficulties  are  presented  to  the  baron's  pre- 
sent application. 

In  the  first  place,  his  claim  is  unproved  and  unliquidated ; 
he  cannot  call  on  the  depositaries  of  a  gross  fund  to  pay 

o  o  o2 
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1838.        him  tbereont  any  portion  till  he  has  reduced  his  demand 

~**  to  a  certainty;    he  cannot  call  on  these  depositaries  to 

Baron  de  Bode,  ascertain  his  claim — they  have  no  power  so  to  do — ^no 

power  to  hear,  to  inquire,  to  take  proofs,  to  determine ; 
merely  as  depositaries  they  have  none  of  these  powers, 
and  no  law  or  statute  has  invested  them  specially  with 
them. 

In  the  second  place,  in  what  capacity  do  the  Lords  of 
the  Treasury  hold  this  fund  ?  Most  clearly,  as  the  mere 
servants  of  the  Crown.  By  the  exercise  of  the  royal  func- 
tions the  money  was  first  obtained ;  the  present  claim  has 
been  properly  admitted  to  be  beside  the  parliamentary 
appropriation  of  any  part  of  it;  and  the  residue,  has  now 
reverted  to  the  Crown,  and  is  in  the  hands  of  the  Crown 
by  its  servants. 

But,  against  the  servants  of  the  Crown,  as  such,  and 
merely  to  enforce  the  satisfaction  of  claims  upon  the 
Crown,  it  is  an  established  rule  that  a  mandamus  will  not  lie. 
I  call  this  an  established  rule,  and  I  believe  it  has  never 
been  broken  in  upon.  There  are  circumstances,  indeed, 
under  which  a  mandamus  will  lie  against  the  Lords  of  the 
Treasury,  and  a  much  misunderstood  instance  is  the  case 
of  Rex  V.  The  Lords  of  the  Treasury  (a) :  there  it  appeared 
prim&  facie,  that  a  pension  had  been  granted ;  tiiat  funds 
applicable  to  its  payment  had  been  placed  by  Parliament 
in  the  hands  of  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  as  public  officers 
charged  by  statute  wilh  the  payment  of  such  pensions  ;  that 
the  Lords  had  allotted  the  fund  for  the  payment,  and 
acknowledged  to  the  claimant  that  they  held  it  for  his  use, 
and  that  they  only  refused  to  pay,  because  he  declined 
to  take  it  clogged  with  conditions  which  they  had  no 
right  to  impose.  These  were  tlie  facts  on  which  the 
Court  directed  the  mandamus  to  go,  and  no  answer  was 
given  to  them ;  but  in  so  deciding,  the  Court  did  not  im- 

<•)  4JV(L  &  £1. 286;  b  Nev.  &  Maan.  589»  an4  see 6  N. & M. ^06. 
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plicitly  infringe,  and  they  expressly  affirmed,  the  doctrine  1838. 
that  a  mandamus  will  not  lie  against  the  Crown  or  its 
servants  as  such.  It  is  only  necessary  to  refer  to  the  BtrondeBooB. 
cases  which  are  to  be  found  in  the  same  volume  with  The 
King  V.  The  Lords  of  the  Treasury,  In  re  Hand  (a). 
In  re  Smith  (&),  and  Ex  parte  Ricketts  (c),  decided  in 
strict  consistency  with  the  former  case^  but  upon  the  dis- 
tinction before  adverted  to,  to  perceive  that  the  doctrine 
of  the  Crown*s  exemption  from  a  mandamus,  and  of  the 
Crown's  servants  equally,  has  not  been  brought  into 
question  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  modern  times. 
I  have  neither  the  power  nor  the  inclination  to  shake  it. 
Upon  these  grounds,  I  feel  compelled  to  refuse  this  rule ; 
and  the  importance  of  the  case  to  the  party,  and  as  a 
matter  of  principle,  have  induced  me  to  state  my  reasons 
at  this  unusual  length.  The  case  of  the  applicant  has 
been  set  before  me  with  extraordinary  zeal,  ability,  and 
eloquence ;  nothing  has  been  omitted  that  was  likely  to 
inform  my  mind  or  interest  my  feelings ;  of  course,  upon 
the  statement  of  one  side,  I  can  form  no  opinion  as  to  the 
actual  merits ;  but  this  I  may  say,  that  if  the  decision  to 
which  I  come  should  bar  the  applicant,  as  it  has  been 
represented,  from  his  last  hope  of  prosecuting  his  claim 
with  success,  I  deeply  lament  such  consequence,  though 
the  fear  of  it  must  not  prevent  me  from  dealing  with  his 
application  as  I  think  the  case  requires  at  my  hands. 

Rule  refused  (d). 


(a)  4  Ad.  &  Ell.  984;  6  N.  &  itself,  the  course  prescribed  by  the 
M.  508.  common  law  is  to  address  a  pett- 
ed) 4  Ad.  &  Eil.  976;  6  N.  &  tion  to  the  King,  praying  that  the 
M.  505.  claim  of  the  petitioner,  or  as  he  is 

(c)  4  Ad.  &  Ell.  999 ;  6  N.  &  usually  called,  the  suppliant,  may 
M.  523.  be  examined.    As  the  prayer  uf 

(d)  Where  a  right  is  sought  to  this  petition  is  grantable  ex  deblto 
be  established  against  the  Crown  justitie  it  is  called  a  petition  of 
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1838. 


A  mere  request 
tlimt  a  particular 
olBoer  may  be 
employed  in  the 
execution  of 
proceft,  does 
■ot  constitute 
that  oflBcer  a 
special  iMdliflT 
ef  the  party. 


Corbet  r.  Brown. 

rVlGHTMAN  moyed  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 
rule  requiring  the  sheriff  of  Northamptonshire  to  return  a 
writ  of  capias  should  not  be  discharged,  on  the  ground 
that  the  plaintiff  had  appointed  a  special  bailiff.  The 
affidavit  on  which  the  application  was  founded  contained 
a  memorandum  from  the  plaintiff's  attorney  to  the  under- 
sheriff  in  these  terms: — "  I  will  thank  you  to  direct  the 
warrant  to  Reeve,  if  he  is  at  home,  and  can  return  with 
the  bearer  hereof  $  if  he  is  not  at  home,  to  any  oflScer  you 
think  proper.**  The  man  Reeve  was  one  of  the  bound 
baiUlBb  of  the  sheriff,  and  the  warrant  was  accordingly 
directed  to  him.  This  Reeve  did  effect  the  arrest,  but 
subsequently  allowed  the  defendant  to  escape*  The 
sheriff  was  afterwards  ordered  to  return  the  writ.  The 
present  application  was  now  made  for  the  purpose  of 
relieving  the  sheriff  from  the  necessity  of  returning  the 
writ,  on  the  ground  that  as  the  pkuntiff  had  appointed 
a  special  bailiff  he  had  relieved  the  sheriff  from  the  re- 
sponsibility of  enforcing  the  execution  of  the  writ ;  and 
the  defendant  moreover,  when  taken  by  the  special 
bailiff,  was  never  transferred  to  the  actual  custody  of 
the  sheriff. 


tt 


Richards  cited  Forde  v.  Leche  (a),  where  the  words. 
Myself  V.  D.,  I  inclose  you  a  writ  herein,  and  shall  feel 


right,  and  is  in  the  nature  of  an 
action  against  the  King,  (4  Co.  Rep. 
58  a,)  by  which  all  demands  against 
the  Crown,  real,  personal,  or 
mixed,  may  be  recovered,  (Mann. 
Exch.  Pract.  2nd  ed.  p.  84.)  And 
a  petition  of  right  lies  for  unliqui- 
dated damages,  (p.  22,  £.  3,  fo.  5,) 


which  was  a  proceeding  to  reco? er 
damages  for  an  injury  done  to  the 
suppliant's  mills  by  the  King's 
servants  at  Nottingham  Castle 
diverting  the  course  of  the  mtf 
Trent. 

(a)  1  N.  &  P.  737. 
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obliged  by  your  granting  a  warrant  hereon,  directed  to        1838. 
Mr.  M.  and  Mr.  B.     I  shall  write  to  Mr.  B.  in  a  day  or 
two/*  were  held  to  constitute  the  special  appointment  of 
the  bailiff. 

Coleridge,  J. — I  think  that  I  cannot  grant  a  rule  in 
this  case,  which  is  directly  within  the  principle  of  the 
decision  in  the  case  of  Balson  v.  Meggai  (a).  That  case 
was  decided  by  myself,  and  therefore  I  attach  no  other 
authority  to  it  than  that,  in  the  judgment  of  Liord  Denman 
in  Ford  J.  Leehe,  his  Lordship  mentions  my  decision  with- 
out dissenting  from  it,  and  my  Brother  Paiteson  agrees 
with  it,  and  distinguishes  it  (rom  Ford  y.  Leche.  There 
the  execution  of  the  writ  was  expressly  taken  out  of  the 
hands  of  the  sheriff,  and  confided  to  two  persons  directly 
appointed.  Here,  nothing  of  the  kind  has  been  done. 
The  attorney  merely  mentioned  the  name  of  an  officer 
with  whom  he  was  acquainted,  and  with  whom  he  was  in 
the  habit  of  doing  business,  and  desired  that  he  should 
have  the  execution  of  the  writ.  That  is  a  matter  for  the 
convenience  of  parties.  A  mere  request  that  a  particular 
person  named  should  be  employed,  does  not  constitute 
him  a  special  bailiff  of  the  party.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, I  cannot  grant  this  rule. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.4,  p.567- 


Lemon  v.  Hopson. 

JoLSHMORE  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  obtained  where  it  was 
by  Wollaston  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit.     The  j;°,"J;*°,*"; 

for  judgment 
as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  that  the  defendant  was  insolvent,  but  it  did  n^t  appear  that  (he  plaintiflT 
was  unaware  of  the  insolvency  when  he  brought  the  action,  the  Court  diiecied  the  rule  to  be 
discharged,  unless  the  defendant  consented  to  a  stet  processus. 
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1838.  affidavit  in  answer  stated  that  the  defendant  was  insolyent^ 
and  therefore  the  plaintiff  offered  to  consent  to  a  stet  pro- 
cessus. The  Court  would  discharge  the  rule  unless  the 
defendant  should  consent  to  this  course  heing  pursued. 

Wollastoti^  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended  that  this 
rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute,  or  that  the  plaintiff  must 
give  a  peremptory  undertaking.  The  affidavit  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  rule,  although  it  stated  the  insolvency  of  the 
defendant,  did  not  state  that  the  plaintiff  was  unaware  of 
that  fact  at  the  time  of  bringing  the  action.  As  he  did 
not  swear  that,  it  must  be  presumed  that  he  was  aware 
of  it  when  he  brought  the  action ;  if  so,  no  reason  was 
furnished  for  not  proceeding  to  trial. 

Williams,  J. — I  think  that  the  present  rule  ought  to 
be  discharged,  unless  the  defendant  will  consent  to  a  stet 
processus. 

Rule  accordingly. 


Where,  on  trial 
before  the  she- 
riff, a  verdict  ia 


Fleetwood  v.  Taylor. 

r .  WILLIAAISshe^wed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  obtained 
by  Godson,  for  a  new  trial.  The  cause  had  been  tried 
found  for  leu  pursuant  to  a  writ  of  trial,  and  a  verdict  found  for  the 
favour  of  the  plaintiff,  damages  3L  5s.  5<L  In  this  case,  it  appeared  from 
Court* win  not  ^^^  sheriff's  notes,  that  there  was  evidence  on  both  sides. 
di«iurb  it,  on      Consequently,  this  case  came  within  the  principle  of  those 

the  ground  of  ^  "^  r  r 

its  heing  against  in  which  the  Courts  had  laid  it  down,  that  where  a  ver- 
dict was  found  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  to  an  amount 
less  than  5/.  they  would  not  interfere  on  the  ground  of  the 
verdict  being  against  evidence.  The  case  of  Lyddon  v. 
Coomhes  and  Another  {a)  recognised  the  principle  previ- 
ously laid  down  in  Packham  v.  Newman  (6). 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  5,  p.  660.  (6)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  585. 


Taylor. 
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Godson,  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended,  that  what-        1838. 

ever  might  be  the  course  in  other  instances,  the  case  here      ^^    ^^^^ 

Fleetwood 
was  different  from  those  cited.     Here,  the  objection  to  «. 

the  verdict  was,  that  the  verdict  was  in  fact  a  perverse 

verdict,  for  all  the  evidence  here  was  on  one  side,  there 

being  none  at  all  on  the  other. 

Williams,  J. — The  rule  established  now  in  all  the 
Courts,  is,  that  in  cases  before  the  sheriff,  if  a  verdict  is 
found  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  for  a  sum  less  than  5/., 
that  verdict  is  not  allowed  to  be  disturbed,  on  the  ground 
of  its  being  against  evidence.  Here,  the  verdict  was  for 
a  sum  less  than  5/.,  and  although  there  is  certainly  very 
little  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  yet  there  was  some. 
The  application  is  consequently  made  on  the  ground  of 
the  verdict  being  against  evidence.  I  think,  therefore, 
that  the  present  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


,11,1  .    .,  ,      I   lAll 
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PRINCIPAL    MATTERS 


ABANDONING  ORDER. 
See  Order  (abakdokino). 

ABATEMENT. 
See  Flea,  11. 

ACCEPTOR. 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt)  S,  7 — 
Judgment  (Nok  Obstante  Vere- 
dicto) 3 — Plea  2 — Proceedings 
(staying)  Reg.  Gen.  p.  647 — Re- 
plication^ 1,  7. 

ACCOMMODATION   BILL. 
See  Mutual  Credit. 

ACCORD  AND  SATISFACTION. 

See  Reflication,  7. 

ACCOUNTS. 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  2. 

ACCOUNT  STATED. 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  5,  1 2 — 
Declaration,  4 — Set-off — Writ 
(of  Trial),  2. 

ACCOUNTS  (OF  TRUSTEES). 
See  Prohibition. 


ACTION   (COMMENCEMENT 

OF). 

See  Writ  (of  Trial),  7. 

ADMINISTRATION. 
See  Otbr. 

ADMINISTRATOR. 

See  Waiver,  1.— Warrant  (of  At- 
torney), 2. 

ADMISSION. 
See  Plea,  Id. 

ADMINISTRATION  (OF  DOCU- 
MENTS). 

See  Costs,  2. 

AFFIDAVIT. 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  1 0 — At- 
tachment, 1 — Court  of  Requbsts, 
S — Ejectment,  S — Fines  and  Rb- 

COVERIES,  I,  2,  d. 

1.  Where  an  affidavit  is  sworn  be- 
fore a  Commissioner  of  this  Court  in 
Vacation,  it  is  "business  depending 
in  Court"  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute  1 1  Geo.  4,  c.  70,  s.  4,  and  ia 
sufficient  to  confer  a  power  on  the 


800  AFFIDAVIT  (OF  DEBT). 


AFFIDAVIT  (ENTITLING). 


Lord  Chief  Baroo  of  the  Exchequer 
to  grant  an  order  at  chambers  for  the 
arrest  of  the  defendant,  the  action 
being  trover  to  recover  bills  of  ex- 
change. Griffin  V.  Taylor 9  620 
2.  SembU,  that  it  is  not  necessary 
the  county  in  which  an  affidavit  was 
sworn  should  appear  in  the  jurat,  if  it 
does  appear  from  the  contents  of  the 
affidavit.     Rex  v.  Byrne,  36 

AFFIDAVIT  (OF  DEBT). 

See  Variances,  2. 

1 .  Where  an  affidavit  of  debt  states 
the  defendant  to  be  indebted  in  304/. 
4s,  Id.,  "  principal  and  interest,"  by 
virtue  of  an  indenture  covenanting  to 
pay  dOO/.,  the  amount  of  principal  and 
interest  is  sufficiently  distinguished. 
Jones  V.  Collins,  Wright  v.  Collins, 

2.  Stating  a  sum  due  '*  upon  and 
for  the  balance  of  accounts  between 
the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff,"  is 
insufficient  in  an  affidavit  of  debt.  76. 

3.  In  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange 
by  an  indorsee  against  an  indorser, 
the  affidavit  of  debt  must  state  the  de- 
fault of  the  acceptor,  a  statement  that 
the  amount  **i8  now  due  and  unpaid," 
will  not  supply  the  omission  of  that 
allegation.  lb. 

4.  An  affidavit  of  debt,  stating  two 
causes  of  action,  one  imperfectly,  and 
the  other  correctly,  is  not  bad  alto- 
gether, but  the  defendant  may  be  held 
to  bail  for  the  latter  if  separate  and 
independent  of  the  former.  lb. 

5«  Semble,  that  an  affidavit  to  hold 
to  bail,  stating  the  defendant  to  be 
indebted  to  the  plaintiff  <*  for  money 
found  to  be  due  on  an  account  stated 
between  them,"  is  sufficient.  Deben- 
ham  V.  Chambers,  1 0 1 

6.  In  an  affidavit  to  hold  to  bail  in 
case,  for  injury  to  plaintiff's  rever< 
sionary  interest  in  certain  premises,  it 
18  sufficient  to  swear  to  the  amount  of 
damage  according  to  deponent's  "  tn- 


formation  and  belief ^^  and  it  is  no 
objection  that  the  affidavit  is  made  by 
the  plaintiff's  attorney,  and  not  by  a 
surveyor.     Hodgson  v.  Dowell,    314 

7.  An  affidavit  to  hold  to  bail  stated 
defendant  to  be  indebted  upon  a  bill 
of  exchange  drawn  and  accepted  by 
him  : — Held,  sufficient.  Harrison  v. 
Rigby,  9$ 

8.  Where  an  affidavit  of  debt  al- 
leged the  defendant  to  be  indebted  to 
two  persons  for  money  lent  by  them 
and  their  late  co-partner,  the  Court 
ordered  the  bail-bond  to  be  delivered 
up  to  be  cancelled  upon  an  affidavit 
that  the  third  partner  was  still  alive. 
Morrell  v.  Parker,  123 

9.  An  affidavit  of  debt,  alleging 
the  defendant  to  be  indebted  in  1 84/. 
on  a  promissory  note  *'  drawn  and 
made  payable  tor  the  like  sum,"  is 
sufficient,  and  the  amount  of  the  note 
need  not  be  more  specifically  men- 
tioned. Daley  v.  D^Arcy  Mahon,  192 

1 0.  The  jurat  of  an  affidavit  sworn 
before  a  commissioner,  stating  it  to 
have  been  received  *'  by  virtue  of  a 
commission  forth,"  and  omitting  the 
word  "  issued,"  is  sufficient.  lb. 

11.  An  objection  to  an  affidavit  of 
debt,  that  it  is  not  entitled  in  any 
Court  muse  be  taken  within  the  time 
limited  for  entering  an  appearance, 
and,  in  the  case  of  a  prisoner,  sickness 
does  not  excuse  delay.  lb, 

12.  Anaffidavitofdebt'*  for  money 
found  to  be  due  upon  an  account 
stated,"  is  sufficient,  without  alleging 
that  it  has  been  "  settled,"  or  that  a 
*'  balance  "  has  been  struck.  Balmanno 
v.  May,  306 

AFFIDAVIT  (ENTITLING). 

See    ApriDAViT   (op    Debt),    11 — 
Attorney,  2. 

The  affidavit  of  the  execution  of  a 
power  of  attorney  to  demand  the 
performance  of  an  award,  must  be 
entitled  in  the  cause.  Doe  d.  Clarke 
V.  StillwelL  306 


ANNUITY. 


ARBITRATION.         801 


ALLOCATUR. 

See  Attachment,  7. 

AMENDMENT. 

See  Attorney  (Admission  of),  4 — 
Habeas  Corpus — Non  Pros.,  2 — 
Similiter,  5 — Variance,  3,  4. 

1.  Semble,  that  a  plaintiff  who 
has  demurred  to  a  plea,  and  has  ob- 
tained judgment,  having  obtained  a 
Judge's  order  to  amend,  may  efface 
that  part  of  the  cause  of  action  from 
the  declaration  to  which  the  plea  was 
pleaded,  without  paying  the  costs  of 
the  demaTTer.  Baden  y.  Flight,    177 

2.  The  Court  will  allow  amend- 
ments as  well  in  penal  as  in  civil 
actions,  unless  delay  is  caused  there- 
by.    Jones  V.  Edwards,  369 

3.  Where,  in  a  penal  action,  it  was 
sworn  that  the  plaintiff  was  insolvent, 
the  Court  refused  to  make  it  a  con- 
dition of  amendment  that  the  plaintiff 
should  give  security  for  costs.        Ih, 

4.  When  an  application  is  made  at 
chambers  to  a  learned  Judge  to  make 
an  order  for  an  amendment  of  the 
declaration,  the  Judge  has  the  power 
of  determining  the  amount  of  costs 
to  be  paid,  as  the  condition  for 
making  the  order.    Collins  v.  Aaron, 

423 

5.  W^here,  in  an  action  by  a  bank- 
ing company,  the  names  of  two  plain- 
tiffs are  improperly  put  on  the  record, 
the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  45,  s.  9,  requiring 
the  suit  to  be  carried  on  in  the  name 
of  any  one  of  the  officers  of  the 
company,  the  Court  will  allow  the 
record  to  be  amended,  the  defendant's 
costs  occasioned  thereby  being  paid, 
and  will  not  require  the  action  to 
be  discontinued  and  rc-commcnccd. 
Holmes  v.  Pinney,  627 

ANNUITY. 
See  Debt,  2— Plea,  ^. 


APOTHECARIES'   CERTIFI- 
CATE. 

See  Plea,  8. 

APPEARANCE. 
See    Affidavit    (of    Debt),    11 — 
Distringas,  2 — Laches,  7 — Non 
Pros.,  2 — Stay  of  Proceedikos, 
1 — Taxation,  6. 

ARBITRATION. 

See    Affidavit    (Entitling),    1 — 
Taxation,  13. 

1.  Where  an  order  of  reference 
directs  "  that  the  party  in  whose 
favour  the  award  shall  be  made,  shall 
be  at  liberty  to  sign  final  judgment 
for  the  amount  which  shall  be  payable 
thereunder,  and  tax  his  costs,  and 
issue  execution  thereon  for  such 
amount,  together  with  such  costs  so 
to  be  taxed,"  and  the  award  is  in 
favour  of  the  defendant,  the  latter 
may  sign  judgment  for  his  costs. 
Magfru  V.  Yorston,  481 

2.  Where,  in  an  order  of  nisi  prius, 
the  whole  cause  and  all  matters  in 
diiference  are  referred  to  arbitration, 
the  arbitrator  is  in  the  character  of  a 
jury,  and  shall  find  for  the  defendant 
on  those  issues  only  which  are  proved 
by  him,  even  although  it  is  directed 
that  if  the  arbitrator  shall  find  that 
the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover 
any  damages  at  all,  a  verdict  shall  be 
entered  for  the  defendant.  Woolfe 
V.  Cooper^  617 

3.  By  an  order  of  Nisi  Prius  a 
verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiff, 
subject  to  the  award  of  an  arbitrator. 
The  plaintiff's  attorney  neglected  to 
deliver  the  order  of  reference  to  the 
arbitrator  until  after  the  time  for 
making  the  award  had  expired: — 
Held,  that  it  was  irregular  to  try  the 
cause  a  second  time  without  getting 
rid  of  the  previous  verdict,  and  that 
such  irregularity  was  not  waived  by 
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ARREST,  &c. 


ATTACHMENT. 


the  defendant  attending  an  order  for 
the  examination  of  the  plaintiff's  wit- 
ness.    Hall  V.  Rouse,  656 

ARBITRATOR. 

See  Abbitration,  2, 3 — Judge's  Cer- 
tificate—Taxation, 13. 

ARREST. 

See  AvviDAYiT,  1 — Imprisonment — 
Laches,  S — Plea,  16 — Waiver,  1. 

ARREST  (OF  JUDGMENT). 
See  Judgment  (Arrest  of) — (Non 

OBSTANTE  YEREDICTo),  1 — SIMILI- 
TER, 4 — Venire  de  novo,  1,  3 — 
Writ  (of  trial),  3. 

ARREST  (IRREGULAR). 

If,  afler  an  irregular  arrest,  to  the 
illegality  of  which  the  sheriff  is  no 
party,  and  which  is  afterwards  set 
aside,  the  defendant  is  innocently 
detained  by  a  person  in  another  suit, 
the  Court  will  not  discharge  him  as 
to   the  detainer.     Ex  parte   Cogg, 

461 

ARREST  (WITHOUT  PROBA- 
BLE  CAUSE). 

1.  An  application  being  made, 
under  the  statute  43  Geo.  3,  c.  46,  s. 
3,  by  the  defendant  for  his  costs, 
and  it  being  shewn  that  he  was 
arrested  for  a  sum  of  28/.,  which 
was  made  up  of  two  amounts  of  17^., 
claimed  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  and 
11/.  for  goods  sold,  and  at  the  trial 
a  verdict  being  returned  for  the  plain- 
tiff ibr  the  first  mentioned  sum,  but 
the  defendant  having  pleaded  the 
Statute  of  Limitations,  the  claim  for 
the  second  sum  was  abandoned,  but 
it  appearing,  on  an  affidavit  sworn 
by  the  plaintiff,  that  the  defendant 
had  frequently  admitted  the  amount 
for  the  goods  sold  to  be  due: — field, 


that  the  defendant  was  not  entitled 
to  his  costs.   White  v.  Prickeit^    445 

2.  In  such  an  application,  it  is  for 
the  defendant  to  prove  the  want  of 
reasonable  and  probable  cause  for 
the  arrest.  76. 

3.  A  defendant  will  be  entitled  to 
his  costs  under  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  46, 
s.  3,  if  he  has  been  arrested  for  a 
larger  sum  than  that  found  to  be 
due,  when  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have 
known  that  he  had  not  legal  proof  in 
support  of  his  claim  to  the  extent 
for  which  the  arrest  took  place. 
Robinson  v.  Whitehead,  292 

ASSETS. 
See  Plea,  3. 

ASSIGNEE. 

See  Plea,  1,  9 — Reputed  owner- 
ship— Security  (vor  Costs),  3 — 
Vemue. 

ATTACHMENT. 

See  Attorney,  4 — Award,  5 — Cer- 
tiorari, 8 — Trespass,  3,  4,  5. 

1 .  An  attachment  for  non-payment 
of  money  will  not  be  granted,  if  the 
affidavit  on  which  it  is  sought  to  bring 
the  party  into  contempt  describes  the 
rule  of  court  as  an  **  order."  In  the 
Matter  of  Turner,  6 

2.  A  body  rule  expired  on  the  20th 
at  11  o'clock;  on  the  17th,  notice  of 
justification  was  given  for  the  20th, 
but  served  af^er  1 1  o'clock.  The  bail 
attended  accordingly,  and  the  Judge 
made  an  order  that  they  should  have 
"  three  days'  further  time  to  justify," 
without  prejudice  to  the  question  as 
to  the  sheriff  being  in  contempt : — 
Held,  that  the  meaning  of  the  order 
was,  "without  prejudice  to  the  sheriff 
being  in  contempt  at  the  time  of  mak- 
ing the  order ; "  and  as  the  sheriff  had 
the  whole  of  the  20th  to  bring  in  the 
body,  the  Court  set  aside  an  attach- 
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ment  subsequently  granted  against 
him,  for  irregularity.  Regina  v.  Sheriff 
of  Middlesex,  164 

3.  Cepi  corpus  being  returned  by 
the  sheriff  to  a  writ  of  capias,  without 
a  Judge's  order  or  rule  of  Court,  and 
an  order  to  bring  in  the  body  being 
disobeyed,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a 
rule  absolute  to  make  the  order  a  rule 
of  Court,  and  for  an  attachment  under 
R.  G.  H.  T.  S  WilL  4.  Bertram  v. 
Davis^  180 

4.  The  Court  will  not  dispense  with 
personal  service  of  a  rule  for  an  at- 
tachment, in  a  case  where  the  person 
sought  to  be  served  is  an  attorney, 
and  the  attempts  to  serve  him  person- 
ally have  been  ineflfectual.  IVilkinson 
y.  Pennington,  183 

5.  A  demand  of  costs,  which,  by 
the  rule,  are  payable  to  a  high-sheriff, 
made  under  the  authority  of  a  power 
of  attorney  executed  by  the  under- 
sheriff  after  the  high-sheriff  has  gone 
out  of  ofHce,  is  sufficient  to  support 
an  attachment.     Reg,  v.  Mattey,  515 

6.  Although  husband  and  wife  may 
be  parties  to  a  suit,  an  attachment  for 
non-payment  of  costs  will  not  be 
granted  against  the  latter.  Doe  d. 
A  Hanson  v.  Canjield,  523 

7.  Where  a  rule  for  an  attachment 
has  been  issued  against  the  plaintiff 
for  non-payment  of  costs  pursuant  to 
the  Master's  allocatur,  for  not  pro- 
ceeding to  trial,  and  he  subsequently 
pays  the  costs  as  well  as  the  costs  of 
the  attaciiment,  if  it  appears  that  the 
original  rule  requiring  the  costs  to  be 
paid,  directed  them  to  be  paid  to  the 
defendant,  and  the  demand  is  made 
by  his  attorney,  the  Court  will  not 
consider  the  plaintiff  to  be  in  con- 
tempt, but  will  order  the  costs  of  the 
attachment  to  be  repaid  to  him.  J/a- 
son,  Administrator,  w  Whitehouse,  602 

8.  Where  ihe  defendant  is  arrested 
on  a  capias,  and  in  the  copy  served 
on  him  he  is  directed  to  put  in  bail  in 
the  Exchequer  of  Picas,  instead  of  in 


the  Common  Pleas,  his  omission  to 
put  in  bail  in  the  Common  Pleas  does 
not  afford  a  sufficient  ground  to  in- 
duce the  Court  to  grant  a  rule  for  an 
attachment  against  the  sheriff  for  not 
bringing  in  the  body.  Mayhew  v. 
Hoadley,  629 

9.  A  demand  by  the  attorney  in 
the  cause  is  sufficient  to  ground  an 
attachment  for  non-payment  of  the 
costs  of  postponing  a  trial,  although 
the  Master  has  directed  them  to  be 
paid  "  to  the  plaintiff."  Inman  ▼. 
Hill,  666 

10.  An  application  on  the  part  of 
the  sheriff  on  putting  in  bail,  to  set 
aside  an  attachment  or  stay  proceed- 
ings on  the  bail-bond,  must  be 
grounded  on  an  affidavit  that  such 
application  is  made  "  for  his  or  their 
indemnity  only,**  Regina  v.  Sheriff 
of  Cheshire^  709 

ATTESTING  WITNESS. 
See  Ejectment,  3,  17. 

ATTORNEY. 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  6 — At- 
tachment, 4,  9 — Ejectment,  9 — 
Inferior  Court,  3 — Prisoner,  1, 
2,  4,  7,  8,  9 — Replication,  3 — 
Solicitor  (Undertaking  of) — 
Writ  (of  Trial),  6. 

1.  The  provisions  of  the  statute  7 
WilL  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  56,  are  pro- 
spective only,  and  therefore  an  attor- 
ney commencing  an  action,  before 
the  act  was  in  operation,  in  the 
Common  Pleas,  not  being  duly  ad- 
mitted an  attorney  of  that  court,  is 
entitled  to  recover  such  costs  only  as 
were  incurred  after  the  passing  of 
the  act.     Newton  v.  Spencer,       401 

2.  Affidavits  in  support  of  an  appli- 
cation against  an  attorney  to  compel 
him  to  deliver  up  a  document,  may 
be  entitled  in  the  action  out  of  which 
the  claim  arises,  although  judgment 
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haa  been  aigned  and  execution  iraued. 
SimeM  Y.  Gibbt,  310 

3.  An  aitorney  it  liable  to  the 
Bummary  jurisdiction  of  the  Court 
for  misconduct,  while  one  of  iia 
officers,  although  at  the  time  of  an 
application  against  him  be  haa  ceaaed 
to  be  an  attorney.  lb. 

4.  An  affidavit  in  support  of  a  rule 
for  an  attachment  against  an  attorney 
for  not  obeying  an  order  of  Court, 
not  slating  htm  to  be  an  attorney  of 
the  Court  in  which  the  rule  baa  been 
obtained,  ia  sufficient,  since  I  Vict. 
G,  5G,  a.  i.  Donnton  v.  StgUs,     1S9 

6.  There  is  no  implied  contract 
with  an  attorney  who  subpoenas  a 
witness,  to  pay  (be  expenses  occa- 
sioned by  such  subp«na.  Robini  v. 
Bridge,  140 

ATTORNEY  (ADMISSION  OF). 

1.  Where  a  person  was  admitted 
as  an  attorney,  but  never  took  out 
his  certificate,  or  practised  for  a  period 
of  24  years  from  the  time  of  his  ad- 
miasion,  the  Court  permitted  him  to 
take  out  his  certificate  without  the 
form  of  re-admission.  Ex  parte 
Marshal,  526 

«.  The  Ifith  of  April,  which  by 
1 1  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  70,  s.  6,  is 
constituted  the  first  day  of  Enster 
Term,  falling  on  Easter  Sunday,  a 
delivery,  three  days  before  the  18th 
April,  of  the  notices  for  the  admission 
of  an  attorney,  was  held  to  be  a  sufii' 
cient  compliance  with  Reg.  Gen.  H. 
T.  8  Will,  4,   Ex  parte  Bayley,   516 

5.  Where  the  delay  on  the  part  of 
an  articled  clerk  in  sending  in  the 
answers  required  by  Reg.  Gen.  E.  T. 
0  Will.  4,  has  been  caused  by  the 
unexpected  absence  of  the  attorney 
with  whom  the  articles  were  served, 
the  Court  will  allow  them  to  be  sent 
in  nunc  pro  tunc.     Ex  parte  Lyons, 

517 
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amended,  by  introducing  the  name 
of  one  of  the  persons  with  whom  he 
served  bis  clerkship,  and  which  had 
accidently  been  omitted.  Ex  parte 
Comnx,  495 

5.  Where  a  clerk  has  given  his 
notices  previous  to  E.  T.,  for  admis- 
sion in  T.  T.,  but  he  does  not  apply 
for  admisaion  in  that  term,  the  Court 
will  not  allow  him  to  be  admitted  on 
those  notices  in  the  following  M.  T.; 
but  under  peculiar  circumsiancea,  will 
enlarge  hia  certificate,  and  allow  him 
to  give  notice  then  of  admission  on 
the  last  day  of  H.  T.  Ex  parte 
Southern,  26 

ATTORNEY'S  BTLL(DELI  VERY 

OF). 
See  Plea,  14— Taxaiiox,  4.  fi,  6, 10. 

ATTORNEY  (CERTIFICATE 

OF). 
See  Attobmet  (Adkissiom  of)  I,  S. 
1.  Where  an  attorney  has  by  acci- 
dent omitted  to  enter  his  certificate  at 
the  Master's  office,  the  Court  will  in 
the  following  year  allow  him  to  enter 
it  nunc  pro  tunc     Ex  parte  Grad- 

ATTORNEY  (CHANGE  OF). 

See  NuLUTT. 
A  person  who  has  acted  as  attorney 
in  the  cause,  cannot  be  changed  with- 
out an  order  for  that  purpose,  al- 
though he  is  not  the  attorney  on  the 
record.     May  v.  Pike,  667 

ATTORNEY  (CHANGING 
NAME   OF). 

1.  Where  an  attorney,  whose  name 
ia  on  the  roll,  assumes  an  additional 
surname,  the  latter  may  be  added  to 
that  already  on  the  roll.  Ex  parU 
Ware,  311 

2.  When  an  attorney  changn  hit 


ATTORNEY,  &c. 


AWARD. 


805 


name,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
will  not  grant  a  rule  for  altering  his 
name  on  the  roll,  by  adding  his  new 
name  to  that  which  is  already  en- 
grossed on  it.     Ex  parte  JVare,  463 

ATTORNEY  (CLERK  OF). 

See  Attorney  (Examination  op),  2. 

Where  an  attorney,  to  whom  a  clerk 
has  been  articled  became  insane  dur- 
ing the  clerkship,  the  Court  allowed 
fresh  articles  entered  into  with  another 
attorney  to  be  inrolled.  Ex  parte 
Darhell,  505 

ATTORNEY  AND  CLIENT. 

See  Attachment,  9. — Taxation,  4. 

ATTORNEY  (EXAMINATION 
OF). 

1.  A  clerk,  under  the  age  of  31, 
cannot  be  examined  pursuant  to  Reg. 
Gen.  H.  T.  6  Will.  4.  Ex  parte 
Craggy  256 

2.  Where  a  clerk,  in  consequence 
of  his  master's  death,  had  not  served 
during  a  certain  period  of  the  five 
years,  but  after  the  expiration  of  the 
five  years,  served  an  additional  time 
equal  to  the  period  of  his  non-service, 
the  Court  allowed  him  to  be  ex- 
amined.    Ex  parte  Tompkins^         d 

ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 
See  Debt,  3. 

ATTORNEY  (POWER  OF). 

See  Affidavit  (Entitling),  1. 

ATTORNEY  (PRIVILEGE  OF). 

1.  The  provisions  of  1  Vict.  c.  56, 
8.  4,  do  not  deprive  an  attorney  of 
his  privilege  to  be  sued  in  the  Court 
of  which  he  has  been  admitted.  Prior 
V.  Smith.  299 

2.  A  plaintiff  cannot  treat  a  plea 
of  such  privilege  as  a  nullity.         76. 

VOL.  VI. 


3.  If  the  attorney  has  waived  his 
privilege,  his  waiver  must  be  replied. 

299 

ATTORNEY (UNDERTAKING 

OF). 

Where  a  plaintiff  is  improperly  de- 
layed in  his  action,  in  consequence  of 
the  defendant*s  attorney  not  fulfilling 
his  undertaking  to  enter  an  appear- 
ance in  due  time,  the  Court  will  not 
compel  the  latter  to  give  security  for 
the  debt  and  costs  conditional  on  the 
plaintiff's  obtaining  a  verdict.  Mor^ 
risv.JameSf  514 

ATTORNEY  (WARRANT  OF  TO 
PROSECUTE  AND  DEFEND). 

See  Reg.  Gen.  p.  464. 

AUCTION  DUTY. 

See  Contract  (Void). 

AWARD. 

See  Affidavit  (Entitling),  1. — Ar- 
bitration. —  Judge's  Certifi- 
cate.— Taxation,  13. 

1.  Where,  in  an  action  which  was 
referred  to  an  arbitrator,  there  were 
two  issues,  but  only  one  breach,  and 
the  arbitrator,  in  his  award,  directed 
a  verdict  to  be  entered  on  the  first 
issue,  with  It,  damages,  and  on  the 
second  issue  with  I3t.  4d.  damages: 
-^Ifeld,  sufficient.  Smith,  Admini" 
ttratrix,  v.  The  Festiniog  RaiUcay 
Company ^  190 

2.  A  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  the 
costs  of  an  unsuccessful  motion  to  set 
aside  an  award,  although  the  im- 
proper construction  which  the  defend- 
ant had  put  on  the  award  induced 
the  application.     Hocken  v.  GrcnJ'ell, 

250 

3.  In  a  submission  to  arbitration, 
four  actions  between  distinct  parties, 
and  all  matters  in  difference,  were 
referred  to  the  arbitrator;    and  the 
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award  omitting  to  decide  upon  a  fiflh 
action,  pending  between  the  parties, 
and  of  which  the  arbitrator  had  notice, 
was  held  bad.    Slonc  v.  P/nlli^jS,  24-7 

4.  A  cause  was  referred  to  an  arbi- 
trator, who  was  to  settle  all  matters  in 
difference  between  tl)e  parties  at  law 
and  in  equity,  so  that  lie  made  his 
award  by  a  certain  day  (with  power 
of  cnlagcment),  to  be  delivered  to  the 
parties,  or  if  either  of  them  should  be 
dead,  to  their  personal  representatives. 
The  arbitrator  was  to  be  at  liberty  to 
make  one  or  more  awards  at  his  dis^ 
cretion.  At  the  time  of  the  submis- 
sion, two  equity  suits  were  pending, 
in  which  the  parties  to  the  action,  and 
also  certain  infants,  were  concerned. 
Before  any  award  was  made,  one  of 
the  parties  to  the  equity  suits  died. 

The  arbitrator  by  his  award  ordered 
a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  plain- 
tiff, damages,  500/.,  and  also  that  the 
defendants  should  pay  to  the  plaintiff 
SSOl.f  for  grievances  not  included  in 
his  declaration: — Held^  first,  that 
the  award  was  sufBciently  final, 
although  it  did  not  dispose  of  the 
equity  suits;  secondly,  that  the  cir- 
cumstance of  infants  being  parties  to 
those  suits  did  not  invalidate  it ; 
thirdly,  that  the  arbitrator's  authority 
was  not  revoked  by  the  death  of  one 
of  the  parties;  and,  lastly,  that  the 
award  of  350/.  was  sufficiently  certain. 
JVrightson  v.  By  water,  359 

5,  Where  an  order  of  reference  and 
enlargement  of  time  have  been  made 
a  rule  of  Court,  it  cannot  be  shewn  as 
cause  against  an  attachment  for  non- 
performance of  the  award,  that  there 
was  no  affidavit  that  the  time  was 
duly  enlarged  ;  but  if  in  fact  there  is 
no  such  affidavit,  the  proper  course 
is  to  move  to  set  aside  the  rule  of 
Court.     Barton  y,  Ranson,  384 

0.  Where  several  causes  are  refer- 
red, and  "  the  costs  of  the  several  ac- 
tions, and  of  all  matters  and  things 
relating  thereto,  shall  abide  the  event 


of  the  award ;"  and  the  arbitrator  di- 
rects the  costs  of  each  action  to  be 
paid  to  the  successful  party  in  each 
suit,  the  award  is  good,  although  the 
same  party  has  not  succeeded  in  all 
the  actions.  Jones  v.  Powell^  483 
7.  After  an  award  has  been  made, 
it  is  too  late  for  the  unsuccessful  party 
to  object  that  certain  infants  have 
been  parties  to  the  submission,  and 
that  certain  other  interested  persons 
have  not  been  parties  to  it.  lb. 

BAIL. 

See  Attachment,  2,  8 — Bail-bokd, 
2— Deposit  (in  Lieu  of),  2 — 
Reg.  Gen.  p.  394 — Scire  facias, 
1,  2,  3— Variance,  2. 

1.  If  an  affidavit  of  sufficiency  by 
bail,  whether  town  or  country,  at- 
tempts to  describe  the  property  in 
respect  of  which  it  is  sought  to  justify, 
the  form  given  by  the  rules  of  T.  T. 
1  Will.  4,  must  be  strictly  adopted. 
WeUer's  Bail,  312 

2.  Bail  must  swear  they  are  worth 
the  required  amount  over  and  above 
n'hat  will  pay  all  their  just  debts. 
Edmunds  v.  Keats,  359 

BAIL  (ADDING). 

1 .  Where  bail  has  been  rejected  on 
the  ground  of  a  technical  objection, 
the  Court  uill  not  allow  bail  to  be 
added.     Elliott  v.  Gutteridge,     255 

BAIL-BOND. 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  8 — At- 
tachment, 10 — Capias,  1. 

1.  On  an  application  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings on  the  bail*bond  on  payment 
of  costs,  the  plaintiff  will  not  be  en- 
titled to  have  the  bond  stand  as  a  se- 
curity, if  a  trial  have  not  been  lost  at 
the  time  of  moving  for  the  rule. 
Gale  V.  Hayworth,  StS 

2.  If  the  application  be  made  at 
the  instance  of  the  bail,  the  Courl 
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'Will  not  impose  terms  on  the  defend- 
ant. 323 

3.  Where  a  bankrupt  obtained  his 
certiHcate  under  a  third  commission, 
the  Court  refused  to  cancel  a  bail- 
bond  given  upon  arrest  for  a  debt 
proveable  under  that  commission,  he 
not  having  paid  I5s,  in  the  pound 
under  either  of  the  former  commis- 
sions.    Summers  v.  Jones,  139 

4,  The  plaintiff  arrested  the  de- 
fendant on  an  affidavit  for  money  lent 
and  advanced.  The  defendant  after- 
wards obtained  a  Judge^s  order  to 
arrest  the  plaintiff,  and  the  latter,  in 
order  to  get  discharged,  made  an 
affidavit  inconsistent  with  bis  claim 
for  money  lent : — Held,  that  this  was 
no  ground  for  cancelling  the  bail- 
bond.     Vauglian  v.  Goadby,  96 

BALANCE. 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  2,  12 — 
Court  of  Requests,  4 — De- 
claration, 1 — Reg.  Gen.  p.  G49. 

BANKRUPT. 

iS'ee  Bail-bond,  3 — Ejectment,  12 — 
Judgment  (nunc  pro  tunc),  2 — 
Mutual  Credit — Payment 
(Compulsory) — Plea,  9,  20 — 
Plea  (Issuable) — Replication, 
4 — Reputed  ownership — Secu- 
rity (for  Costs),  3 — Trial  (by 
Proviso). 

BARRISTER. 

1.  A  plaintiff  who  has  been  called 
to  the  bar  since  the  commencement 
of  an  action,  cannot  claim  his  privi- 
lege in  order  to  procure  the  venue  in 
the  action  to  be  brought  back  from 
York  to  Middlesex.  Newton  v. 
Harland.  630 

2.  The  privilege  cannot  be  granted 
|o  a  person  joined  with  his  wife  in 
the  action,  whether  they  be  plaintiffs 
or  defendants.  lb. 


BARRISTER  (REVISING). 

See  Court  of  Requests,  5. 

BATTERY. 
See  Costs,  3. 

BELIEF. 
See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  6. 

BILL  OF  EXCEPTIONS. 

1.  A  bill  of  exceptions  lies  to  the 
judge  of  a  county  court  on  a  nonsuit. 
Slroiher  v.  Hutchinson,  238 

2.  Where,  on  the  trial  of  a  cause, 
the  under-sheriff  declined  to  sign  a 
bill  of  exceptions,  the  Court  refused 
to  stav  judgment  and  execution. 
White  V.  Hislop,  693 

BILL  (OF  EXCHANGE). 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt)— Decla- 
ration, 2, 8,  7 — Demurrer  (Fri- 
volous), 1 — Demurrer(Special) 
— Interest — Judgment  (Non 
obstante  veredicto),  3 — Mu- 
tual Credit — Plea,  2 — Pro- 
ceedings (Staying) — Reo.  Gev. 
p.  G47 — Replication,  7. 

BILL  (OF  SALE). 
See  Interpleader,  5, 

BOND. 
See  Debt,  4. 

BREACHES. 
See  Award,  1 — Debt,  4. 

BRIEFS. 
See  Costs,  2 — Discontinuance. 

CANDLEMAKER. 

See  Plea,  12. 
H  H  H  2 
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CERTAINTY. 


COMMISSION. 


CAPIAS. 

See     Attachment,     3,     8 — Writs 
(several). 

1.  Where  the  capias  described  the 
defendant  as  a  "  gentleman,"  but  such 
description  was  omitted  in  the  copy 
served,  the  Court  ordered  the  bail- 
bond  to  be  delivered  up  to  be  can- 
celled.    Cook  V.  Vaughan^  695 

£.  If  no  date  be  stated  in  the  copy 
of  the  capias  served  on  the  defendant, 
the  arrest  is  irregular.  Smart  v. 
Johnson^  90 

3.  After  a  defendant  has  been  in 
custody  twenty-three  days,  it  is  too 
late  to  object  to  the  copy  of  the  writ 
of  capias  served  on  him  at  the  time 
of  bis  arrest,  on  the  ground  of  its 
purporting  to  have  been  issued  in  the 
reign  of  Will.  4,  although  really  issued 
in  that  of  Victoria,  as  the  application 
should  have  been  made  within  the 
time  for  putting  in  bail.  Brashour 
V.  Russel,  185 

4.  Semble,  that  such  an  error  does 
not  make  the  arrest  void,  but  merely 
irregular.  Ib» 

CAPIAS  (AD    SATISFACIEN- 
DUM.) 

The  omission  of  an  original  ca.  sa. 
is  no  objection  to  a  test.  ca.  sa., 
which  has  been  issued  without  the 
former  writ,  although  issued  after  an 
application  is  made  to  set  aside  the 
test.  ca.  sa.    Esdaile  v.  Davis^     465 

CASE. 
See  Trespass,  1 ,  5. 

CENTRAL  CRIMINAL  COURT. 
See  Taxation,  3. 

CERTAINTY. 
See  Award,  4. 


CERTIFICATE  (OF  JUDGE). 

See    Costs,    3,   4,   5,    13 — Judge's 
Certificate. 

CERTIFICATE    (OF    SLAVE 
COMPENSATION). 

See  Slander. 

CERTIORARL 
See  Commitment,  S — Procedekdo. 

1.  Semble  that  a  writ  of  certiorari 
cannot  be  had  by  the  claimant  of 
goods  under  a  foreign  attachment. 
Wait  V.  Coombes,  127 

2.  In  such  a  case  the  joinder  of 
issue  with  the  claimant  is  a  joinder  of 
issue  within  the  21  Jac.  1,  c.  23,  s.  2, 
and  therefore,  if  the  writ  could  be 
had,  it  must  be  sued  out  within  six 
weeks  after  that  issue  joined.  lb. 

CHANCERY. 

See  Solicitor  (Undertakiko  of). 

CHEQUE. 
See  Replication,  6. 

COGNOVIT. 

See  Prisoner,  2. 

COMMENCEMENT  (OF  AC- 
TION). 

See  Writ  (Of  trial),  7. 

COMMERCIAL  CONTRACT. 
See  Time  (Computation  of)  1 . 

COMMON  PLEAS  OFFICERS. 
See  Reo.  Gen.  p.  50. 

COMMISSION. 
See  Plea,  9. 

COMMISSION. 

See    Affidavit,    1 — Affidavit  (of 
Debt),  10. 


CONSOLIDATION. 


COSTS. 
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COMMITMENT. 

1.  A  commitment  under  the  6  Geo. 
4,  c.  125,  8.  70,  (the  Pilot  Act),  is 
defective,  if  it  does  not  allege  the 
offer  by  a  licensed  pilot  to  have  been 
made  to  the  defendant,  or  in  his  pre- 
sence ;  stating  the  offer  in  the  words 
of  the  act  is  insufficient.  Regina  v. 
Chancy,  281 

2.  The  writ  of  habeas  corpus  is 
not  taken  away  by  that  act,  and  there- 
fore the  defendant  is  entitled  to  avail 
himself  of  defects  on  the  face  of  the 
commitment.  Ih. 

3.  The  writ  of  certiorari  is  taken 
away  by  that  act,  and  therefore,  un- 
less the  Crown  remove  the  conviction, 
the  Court  will  consider  the  commit- 
ment, although  defective,  as  a  true 
recital  of  the  conviction.  76. 

COMPANY. 

See    Amendment,    5. — Notice    (op 

Action.) 

COMPUTE  (RULE  TO). 
See  Counts  (Striking  out),  2. 

CONDITION. 

See  Amendment,  8,  4. 

CONSENT  RULE. 

See  Reg.   Gen.  p.  465. — Stay  op 
Proceedings. 

CONSIDERATION. 
See  Declaration,  5 — Plea,  2,  3. 

CONSOLIDATION. 

1 .  Where  two  actions  were  brought 
on  policies  of  insurance  by  the  same 
plaintiffs  against  different  defendants, 
the  Court  refused  to  make  a  consoli- 
dation rule  upon  the  terms  of  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant  being  con- 
cluded by  the  verdict  in  one  action, 
against  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff. 


McGregor  v.  Horsefall^   McGregor 
V.  Smith,  838 

2.  The  Court  has  not  power  to 
compel  the  relators  and  defendants 
in  several  quo  warranto  informations 
to  submit  to  be  bound  by  the  result 
of  one,  although  the  objection  in  all 
is  the  same.     Tfie  King  v.  Cozens,  8 

CONSUL. 
See  Fines  and  Recoveries,  1. 

CONTEMPT. 

See  Attachment — Trespass,  8,  5 — 
Witness,  2. 

CONTRACT. 

See  Attorney,  5 — Time  (Computa- 
tion of),  1 — Writ  (op  Trial),  2. 

CONTRACT  (VOID). 

A  purchaser  of  goods  at  an  auction 
cannot,  by  refusing  to  pay  the  auction 
duty  to  which  he  is  made  liable  by  17 
Geo.  8,  c.  50,  s.  8,  make  the  bidding 
void,  and  a  plea  therefore  alleging 
the  contract  to  be  void  on  such  a 
ground: — Held,  bad  on  demurrer. 
Matins  v.  Freeman,  614 

CONVERSION. 
See  Plea,  10. 

CONVICTION. 
See  Commitment,  8. 

COSTS. 

See  Amendment,  1,  4,  5 — Arbitra- 
tion, 1 — ^Arrest  (without  proba- 
ble cause), — Attachment,  6,  7 — 
Attorney,  1 — Award,  2,  6 — 
Court  op  Requests,  2 — Criminal 
Information — Interpleader,  2, 
8,  5 — Judge's  (Certificate) — 
Mandamus,  1 — New  Trial — Pro- 
ceedings (staying)  Reg.  Gen.'^p. 
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COSTS. 


COSTS. 


647 — Slahder — Stay  of  Pmo- 
CEEDINGS,  2 — Taxation,  1,  4 — 
Waiver,  1. 

1.  Where  a  rule  to  refer  a  matter 
to  the  prothonotary  has  been  moved 
without  costs,  and  the  subject  for  in- 
quiry is  matter  of  fact  only,  the  Court 
vrill  not  entertain  a  substantive  appli- 
cation for  costs  of  the  inquiry  after 
the  report  of  the  prothonotary  is  made. 
Jfolmes  V.  Edwards,  51 

2.  Costs  of  obtaining  admissions 
of  documents,  and  of  giving  notice  to 
produce  documents  at  the  first  trial  of 
an  action,  are  costs  in  the  cause,  where 
a  rule  for  a  new  trial  has  been  obtain- 
ed on  payment  of  costs ;  but  costs  for 
preparing  briefs  may  be  allowed  as 
costs  of  the  trial,  where  the  ncccssitv 
for  doing  so  is  shewn.  Lord  v.  liar- 
die,  1 74 

3.  The  declaration  stated  that  the 
defendant  assaulted  the  plaintiff,  and 
seized  and  laid  hold  of  him^  and  im- 
prisoned him.  The  defendant  pleaded 
the  general  issue,  and  a  justification 
to  the  whole.  A  verdict  was  found  for 
the  plaintiff,  with  one  shilling  da- 
mages, and  the  Judge  ccTtified  under 
the  43  Eliz. : — HeU,  that  the  plea  of 
justification  admitted  a  battery,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  costs, 
notwithstanding  the  Judge*s  certifi- 
cate.    Rawlins  s.  Till,  15.9 

4.  In  an  action  on  an  attorney's 
bill,  to  which  there  was  a  set-off,  the 
cause  being  partially  heard,  was  refer- 
red to  the  Master,  who  was  to  enter 
into  the  whole  account.  The  Master 
found  a  balance  in  favour  of  the  plain- 
tiff of  21,  12*.  I'-Hcld,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  entitled  to  costs  upon  the 
higher  scale  without  the  Judge's  cer- 
tificate.   Parker,  Executrix^  v.  Serlc, 

334 

5.  To  trespass  for  breaking  and 
entering  plaintifi's  stable,  and  taking 
a  horse,  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty, 
that  the  stable  was  not  the  plaintiff's, 


and  leaTe  and  license.  A  Terdiet 
having  been  found  for  the  plaintifl^ 
with  one  farthing  damagc^s,  the  Judge 
certified  under  the  43  Eliz.  c.  6  : — 
Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  U> 
full  costs,  notwithstanding  the  Judge's 
certificate.     Pujufll  v.  Youns^,     317 

6.  Where  a  summons  is  taken  out 
to  stay  proceedings  on  payment  of  a 
certain  sum  and  costs,  the  refusal  to 
accept  that  sum  will  not  render  the 
plaintiff  liable  to  the  subsequent  costs. 

But  if  the  sum  tendered  be  after- 
wards paid  into  Court,  and  accepted 
by  the  plaintiff,  he  will  be  liable  to 
subsequent  costs.  Goirery,Elkins,SS5 

7.  The  plaintiff  having  contracted 
with  the  defendant  to  serve  him  at  a 
weekly  salary,  sued  the  defendant  for 
wror.gfully  di:>niissing  him  from  his 
service,  and  also  for  arrears  of  salary. 
After  writ  issued,  a  summons  was 
taken  out  to  stay  proceedings,  on 
payment  of  arrears  of  salary.  This 
was  refused,  and  the  arrears  were 
paid  into  court,  and  accepted  by  the 
plaintiff  in  full  satisfaction . — HeU 
on  motion  to  tax  the  defendant  his 
costs,  that  the  fact  of  the  plaintiff 
having  obtained  a  more  profitable 
employment  after  action  brought, 
was  sufficient  to  rebut  the  presump- 
tion of  a  vexatious  refusal  of  the 
sum  tendered,  and  therefore  the  de- 
fendant was  not  entitled  to  bis  costs. 


Cumvnntr  v.  Columbine, 


373 


8.  'J  he  plaintiffs,  being  successful 
in  the  cause,  are  entitled  to  the  costs 
of  a  special  jury  summoned  on  the 
process  of  the  defendant,  although 
the  Judge  shall  not  certify.  Jones  v. 
Tobin,  251 

9.  Where,  in  an  action  on  the  case 
for  refusing  to  deliver  goods  out  of 
the  defendant's  ship  into  the  plaintiff's 
lighter,  an  issue  is  raised  upon  the 
tender  of  the  bills  of  lading  and 
freight,  the  costs  of  witnesses  m  at- 
tendance at  the  trial,  but  who  are  not 


COSTS. 


COSTS  (SET-OFF  0F>     811 


called  to  prove  the  custom  with  re- 
gard to  such  tender,  will  not  be  al- 
lowed. 251 

10.  Where  the  plaintifFhas  brought 
an  action  against  the  defendant  to  re- 
cover a  sum  of  16/.,  and  the  defend- 
ant offers  him  13/.  in  satisfaction  of 
his  demand,  which  he  refuses  to  take, 
aud  subsequently,  on  his  proceeding 
with  the  action,  the  defendant  obtains 
an  order  to  pay  11/.  Ss*  into  court, 
but  neglects  to  proceed  on  it,  in  con- 
sequence of  which  the  plaintiff  takes 
subsequent  steps,  but  eventually,  on 
the  money  being  paid  into  court,  he 
accepts  it,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
costs  only  up  to  the  time  at  which 
the  order  was  made.  Parsons  v. 
Pitcher,  432 

11.  Trespass  for  breaking  and  en- 
tering the  plaintiff's  dwelling-house, 
&c.  Pleas,  not  guilty,  and  that  the 
dwelling-house  was  not  the  plaintiff's. 
A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff 
with  one  farthing  damages: — Held, 
that  he  was  entitled  to  full  costs,  not- 
withstanding 22  &  23  Car.  2,  c.  9, 


s.  1S6.     Pugh  V.  Roberts, 


SQl 


12.  In  actions  for  false  imprison- 
ment the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  full 
costs,  though  he  recovers  less  than 
40«.  damages.     Booth  y,  Drake,  5G4 

13.  To  a  declaration  in  trespass 
for  breaking  and  entering  the  plain- 
tiff's dwelling-house,  and  seizing  his 
goods ;  the  defendant  pleaded,  as  to 
the  breaking  and  entering,  leave  and 
license  ;  and  as  to  the  residue  of  the 
cause  of  action,  not  guilty.  A  ver- 
dict was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  with 
6c/.  damages,  and  the  Judge  certiBed: 
Held,  that  the  Judge  had  power  to 
certify,  it  not  appearing  that  the  ques- 
tion of  title  was  in  issue.  Alills  v. 
Stevens,  593 

14.  Where  a  sura  of  money  has 
been  offered  to  a  plaintiff  in  satisfac- 
tion of  his  demand,  which  he  declines 
to  accept,  but  subsequently,  on  its 
being  paid  into  court  with  a  plea  of  | 


such  payment,  he  takes  it  out,  the 
Court  will  not  interfere  to  give  the 
defendant  his  costs,  unless  the  case 
has  previously  been  before  the  Mas- 
ter.    Eoe  V.  Cobham,  628 

15.  Where  a  defendant  succeeds 
on  some  of  several  issues,  he  is  enti- 
tled to  the  costs  of  the  witnesses 
called  exclusively  in  support  of  those 
issues,  but  not  of  those  who  were  also 
examined  to  disprove  the  issues  found 
for  the  plaintiff.     Crowther  v.  Elroell, 

697 

16.  The  Court  will  not  order  a 
stranger  to  the  record  to  pay  the  costs 
of  an  action,  although  it  appears  from 
the  affidavit,  that  he  is  substantially  a 
party   to   it.     Hayward   v.  Giffard, 

699 

1 7.  "  Costs  of  issues  "  include  costs 
of  the  trial  of  them.   Eyre  v.  Thorpe, 

768 

18.  Costs  of  opposing  an  unsuc- 
cessful application  for  a  new  trial,  are 
costs  in  the  cause.    *  76. 

19.  If  an  application  to  take  money 
out  of  court  is  granted,  and  the  rule 
is  silent  as  to  costs,  the  successful 
party  is  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the 
application.  lb. 

COSTS  (IN  THE  CAUSE). 
See  Costs,  18. 

COSTS  (OF  THE  DAY). 
See  Stat  of  Proceedimos,  2» 

COSTS  (SET-OFF  OF). 

1.  In  an  action  for  an  illegal  seizure 
and  sale  of  the  plaintiff's  goods  under 
a  warrant  of  distress,  the  declaration 
contained  nine  counts,  two  of  which 
went  to  the  whole  value  of  the  pro- 
perty, while  the  remainder  went  to 
the  injury  to  the  goods  and  the  im- 
proper dealing  with  them.  A  verdict 
being  entered  for  the  plaintiffs  on  the 
first  two  counts,  and  for  the  defend- 
ants on  the  rest : — Held,  that  the  de- 


81*  COUNTS  (STRIKING  OUT). 

fendjnis  migtit  tet  off  the  coii«  of  | 
tbofte  coanu  against  the  cost*  or  (be   | 
iMuM  found  far  the  plainiiEb-     New- 
ton V.  Harland,  6t4 

COSTS  (OF  TAXATION). 
iSee  Taiatiok,  7. 

COUSTERMASD. 

See  Notice  or  Trial. 

COUNTS  (MISJOINDER  OF). 

See  Vemre  de  novo,  2. 

1.  CouDta  for  goodi  sold  and 
delivered  to  the  defendant  at  execu- 
tor, and  for  work  and  labour  done 
for  I  he  defendant  at  ezecalor,  cannot 
be  joined  with  counts  for  money  paid 
for  the  use  of  the  defendant  as  ete- 
euloT,  and  for  money  due  on  an 
account  stated  with  defendant  a<exe- 
eutor;  but  a  ctyint  for  money  paid 
for  the  use  of  tlie  defendant  ojcmch- 
for  may  be  joined  with  a  count  for 
taoney  due  on  an  account  slated  with 
defendant  at  exfcutor.  Corner  Ex- 
ecutor V.  Sliowe  Executor,  5Si 

S.  If  goods,  or  work  and  labour, 
■re  contracted  for  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  (cstalor,  and  the  coniract  is  com- 
pleted in  the  time  of  the  executor, 
the  plainiiff  cannot  recover  on  ihe 
common  counts  for  goods  sold  and 
woilt  and  labour,  but  must  declare 
specially.  76. 

COUNTS  (STRIKING  OUT). 

1.  Where  a  declaration  conlaina 
two  counts,  the  first  alleging  a  con- 
tract on  the  part  of  (he  defendants  to 
carry  certain  goods  from  a  place 
beyond  the  seas  to  the  port  of  London, 
and  the  second  alleging  a  further 
coniract  to  convey  the  goods  from 
the  iiharf,  when  they  shoul'l  be 
landed  in  London,  to  the  plainiiRs' 
warehouse  in  Ironmonger  Lane,  for 


COURT  (INFERIOR). 

a  further  reward,  the  Coart  wiO  not 
strike  out  one  of  the  couhib  on  the 
ground  of  its  being  io  "  appareoi 
violation  "  of  the  5th  rule  of  R.  G. 
H.  T.  4  Will.  4,  by  which  several 
counts  are  forbidden  to  be  put  oo 
record,  unless  a  distinct  tul^cct-mat- 
ler  of  complaint  is  intended  (o  be  es- 
tablished in  reipect  of  etch.  (Per 
Titdal.  C.  J.,  Park,  J.,  and  Bo$tm- 
qyel,  J.;  Collmam,  J.,  dissentieate). 
Janet  v.  Bo>n*e,  603 

2.  After  (he  delivery  of  a  declare- 
lion  containing  a  connt  on  a  bill  for 
216t.  lit.,  and  also  counts  for  goods 
sold  and  money  due  on  an  account 
staled,  the  defendant  paid  to  the 
plaintifT  1501.  generally  oo  account 
of  the  action: — Ntld,  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  have  a  rule  to  compote, 
while  the  count  for  goods  sold 
remained  in  the  decUntitNi.  Jonet 
r.  Shiel,  579 

3.  Where,  in  an  action  of  libel,  the 
plaintiff  demurs  to  the  pleas  to  the 
second  count  in  the  declaration,  takes 
issue  on  those  pleaded  to  the  first 

I  connt,  and  replies  de  injuria  to  the 

,  pleas  to  the  third  count,  and  obtains 

I  judgment  on  the  demurrer ;  the  Court 

will  not  permit  him   to  withdraw  his 

replication  (o  (he  pleas  to  the  third 

I  count,    and    demur,   on    (be    ground 

\  that  those  pleas  are  open  to  the  same 

objection  as  those  before  demurred 

to,  but  will  permit  him  to  withdraw 

the    first  and   third   counts   of    the 

declaration.      Delegal  t,    HighUy, 

194 

COUNTY. 

See  Affidavit,  2. 

COUNTY  COURT. 
See  Bill  op  Ezceptioks,  1. 


COURT  (INFERIOR). 
See  CouBT  of  REaoEsrs,  6. 


COURT  OF  REQUESTS. 


CUSTODY. 
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COURT  OF  REQUESTS. 

See  Judgment  (non  obstante  vere- 
dicto), 2 — Payment  (compulsory). 

1.  The  Blackheath  Court  of  Re- 
quests Act,  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  120,  s. 
22,  excepts  from  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Court  any  debt  "  for  any  sum 
being  the  balance  of  an  account  origi- 
nally exceeding  5L :" — Held,  that  the 
commissioners  had  jurisdiction,  where 
the  account  contained  items  amount- 
ing to  above  5L  and  reduced  by 
payments  below  that  sum,  it  not  ap' 
pearing  that  at  any  one  time  so  much 
as  51,  was  due.     Pope  v.  Banyard, 

571 

2.  Under  the  Blackheath  Court  of 
Rec^uests  Act,  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  1 20, 
when,  in  an  affidavit,  the  defendant 
describes  himself  as  of  "  the  Mitre 
Tavern,  Greenwich,  in  the  hundred 
of  Blackheath,"  and  subsequently 
swears  that  *'  before  and  at  the  time 
of  the  issuing  of  the  writ  in  this 
action  by  the  plaintifiT,  he  was  wholly 
resident  at  the  above  tavern,"  there 
is  sufficient  proof  of  his  residence 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court 
of  Requests,  in  order  to  entitle  him 
to  move  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of 
costs,  the  debt  being  under  5L  in 
amount.     Burton  v.  Campbell,     451 

3.  Where,  in  the  affidavits  pro- 
duced on  the  motion,  there  is  no 
allegation  of  the  amount  of  the  debt 
for  which  the  action  is  brought,  but 
the  copy  of  the  writ  of  summons, 
with  which  the  defendant  was  served, 
is  annexed,  indorsed  that  the  plaintiff 
claims  il,  2s,  6d.  debt,  that  is  suffi- 
cient proof  of  the  action  being 
brought  for  a  sum  "  not  exceeding 
5/."  lb. 

4.  A  party  suing  in  a  superior 
court  for  the  balance  of  an  account, 
the  original  debt  exceeding  5l.,  but 
which  has  been  reduced  to  SOs.,  is 
not  liable  to  costs,  under  the  Tower 


Hamlets    Court    of   Requests    Act. 
Green  v.  Bolton,  434 

5.  The  Bath  Court  of  Requests 
cannot  award  compensation  for  loss 
of  time  in  attending  the  court  of  a 
revising  barrister.  Roberts  v.  Humby, 

82 

6.  Semble,  though  a  want  of  juris- 
diction do  not  appear  on  the  face  of 
the  proceeding,  a  prohibition  may  be 
awarded  after  sentence  and  execution, 
provided  the  party  has  not  acquiesced 
in  the  jurisdiction  of  the  inferior 
court.  lb, 

COVENANT. 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  1 — Debt, 
2 — Rent — Taxation,  9. 

COVERTURE. 
See  Plea,  11. 

CREDITOR. 

See  Execution. 

CRIMINAL  CUSTODY. 
See  Discharge  (of  Prisoner),  1. 

CRIMINAL  INFORMATION. 

If  an  affidavit  to  support  a  rule  for 
a  criminal  information  contains  mat- 
ter slanderous  of  the  defendant,  the 
Court  will  in  some  cases  discharge 
the  rule  without  costs.    Rex  v.  Byrne, 

S6 

CROSS-DEMAND. 
See  Bail-Bond,  4. 

CROWN. 

See  Commitment,  3 — Ejectment,  4 
— Habeas  Corpus — Mandamus,  3 
— Summons,  2 — Variance,  1. 

CUSTODY. 
See  Imprisonment. 
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DEBT- 


DECLARATION. 


CUSTODY  (CRIMINAL). 

See  Discharge  (of  Prisoner),  1. 

CUSTOM. 
See  Inferior  Court,  3. 

DAMAGES. 

See  Award,  1 — Debt,  4 — Inter- 
pleader, 1 — Payment,  1, 3 — Reg. 
Gen.  p.  649  —  Slander — Taxa- 
tion, 9 — Venire  de  novo,  2. 

DAMAGES  (UNLIQUIDATED). 
See  Interpleader,  1 — Taxation,  9. 

DATE. 

See  Capias,  2 — Reg.  Gen.  p.  394 — 
Similiter,  1 — Writs  (several). 

DEATH. 

See  Award,  4 — Judgment  (nunc 
PRO  tunc)  2. 

DEBT. 

See  Mutual  Credit — Plea,  3. 

1.  The  declaration  stated  that  the 
plaintiff  complained  of  the  defendant 
being  detained  &c.  tn  an  action  on 
promises^  and  he  demands  of  him  the 
sum  4*c.  which  he  owes  to  and  unjustly 
detains  from  him.  The  first  two 
counts  were  upon  bills  of  exchange, 
and  stated  that  the  defendant  pro- 
mised the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  same 
&c. :  there  were  also  indebitatus 
counts  in  debt,  and  the  whole  con- 
cluded "  whereby  an  action  hath  ac- 
crued to  the  plaintiff  to  demand  and 
have  the  said  monies  respectively'&c, 
yet  the  defendant  hath  not  paid  &c. :" 
Held,  that  the  first  two  counts  were 
in  debt.     Compion  v,  Taylor,      660 

2.  By  indenture  certain  lands  were 
granted,  bargained,  sold,  &c.  to  R.  H. 
and  the  defendant,  to  the  use  and  in- 
tent that  the  plaintiff  should  receive 


out  of  the  land  a  clear  yearly  rent  of 
63/.,  and  the  said  R.  H.  and  the  de- 
fendant covenanted  that  they  would 
well  and  truly  pay  the  said  rent  to  the 
plaintiff: — Held,  that  the  debt  could 
not  be  maintained  for  arrears  of  the 
annuity,  but  that  covenant  was  the 
proper  remedy.     Randall  v.  Rigby^ 

650 

3.  An  information  in  the  nature  of 
the  popular  action  of  debt  cannot  be 
maintained  for  the  recovery  of  arreara 
of  assessed  taxes,  (the  5  &  6  Will.  4, 
c.  SO,  s.  13,  having  made  such  debt 
recoverable  as  a  debt  upon  record), 
but  the  proper  mode  of  proceeding  is 
by  scire  facias,  extent,  or  by  filing  an 
information  upon  the  record  itself. 
The  Attorney-  General  v.  Sewell^  673 

4.  Where,  in  an  action  of  debt  on 
bond  for  securing  a  sum  of  money, 
payable  by  instalments,  there  are  no 
breaches  alleged  in  the  declaration ; 
but  the  defendant,  in  his  plea,  sets 
out  the  conditions  and  alleges  per- 
formance, to  which,  the  defendant 
replies  that  money  is  in  arrear,  it  is 
competent  for  the  jury  to  assess  the 
damages  on  that  issue,  under  the 
statute  8  &  9  Will.  3,  c.  11,  s.  8, 
without  a  special  award  of  venire. 
Scott  V.  Stale y,  714 

DEBT  AND  COSTS. 

See     Prisoner,      2  —  Proceedings 
(Staying) — Reg.  Gen.  p.  647. 

DECLARATION. 


See  Amendment,  1,  4 — Counts 
(Striking  out),  1,  2,  S — Debt,  1, 
4 — Ejectment,  2  —  Judgment 
(non  obstante  veredicto)  — 
Laches,  1 — Notice  (Service  op) 
Variance,  2. 

1 .  A  general  plea  of  payment  must 
be  taken  to  be  pleaded  to  tbe  parti- 
cular sum  for  which  the  action  is 
brought:  therefore,  where  the  de- 
fendant pleaded  that  he  had  paid  to- 


DECLARATION. 


DELIVERING,  &e.       $15 


the  plaintiff  sums  amounting  to  the 
monies  mentioned  in  the  declaration ; 
and  it  appeared  that  he  had  in  fact 
paid  such  sums,  but  .that  the  plaintiff 
went  for  a  balance  due  beyond  their 
amount: — Heldf  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  a  verdict,  and  that  it  was 
not  necessary  for  him  to  new  assign. 
Freeman  v.  Crafts,  698 

2.  A  declaration  alleging  a  bill  to 
have  been  made  by  F.,  requiring  de- 
fendant to  pay  1,500/.  to  him  or  his 
order,  indorsed  by  F.  to  S.  &  Co., 
and  by  them  delivered  to  the  plaintiff, 
is  bad,  as  not  shewing  a  title  in  the 
plaintiff  to  sue.  Cunliffe  v.  Whiter 
head,  CS 

3.  In  an  action  by  the  assignee  of 
a  bail-bond,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
state  that  the  assignment  was  under 
the  hand  of  the  sheriff,  or  in  the  pre- 
sence of  two  credible  witnesses,  pro- 
vided it  be  alleged  to  have  been 
**  according  to  the  form  of  the  sta- 
tute," &c.     Lewis  V.  Parker,  93 

4.  A  count  in  assumpsit  stated  the 
defendant  to  be  indebted  to  the  plain- 
tiffs and  their  deceased  partner  '*  for 
money  found  to  be  due  on  an  account 
then  stated  between  them ; "  and  after 
laying  the  promise  to  the  three,  as- 
signed as  a  breach  that  "  the  defend- 
ant bad  not  paid:" — Held  sufficient 
on  special  demurrer.  Debenham  v. 
Chambers,  101 

5.  The  declaration  stated  that  the 
sheriff  had  taken  the  plaintiffs'  goods 
in  execution  under  a  writ  issued  on  a 
judgment  entered  on  a  warrant  of 
attorney,  and  thereupon,  in  consider- 
ation that  the  plaintiffs  would  give  to 
the  defendant  two  warrants  of  attor- 
ney, the  defendant  promised  to  cause 
the  goods  to  be  re-delivered  : — Held, 
first,  that  a  sullicient  consideration 
appeared  to  support  the  promise,  and 
that  it  was  not  necessary  to  set  out 
the  warrants  of  attorney ;  secondly, 
that  it  was  not  necessary  to  allege  a 
request  to  re-deliver  the  goods.  Rad" 
ford  v.  Smithy  381 


DECLARATION  (DELIVERY 

OF). 

See  TiMB  (Computation  of),  S. 

DECLARATION  (DEMAND  OF), 
See  NoN  Pros.,  1 . 

DECLARATION  (ENTITLING). 

See  Ejectment,  2. 

DEED  (PRODUCTION  OF). 

1.  Where  there  are  four  defendants, 
three  of  whom  have  suffered  judgment 
by  default,  the  hree  may  be  required 
by  subpoena  to  produce  a  deed  of 
partnership  under  which  all  four  were 
acting  with  the  plaintiff  in  the  matters 
which  gave  rise  to  the  action;  but 
the  Court  will  not  make  an  order 
requiring  them  to  produce  the  deed. 
Colley  V.  Smith,  399 

2.  The  Court  will  not  compel  a 
plaintiff  to  produce  a  deed  for  inspec- 
tion of  the  defendant,  when  the  latter 
has  no  interest  in  tlie  deed.  Smith  v. 
Winter,  386 

DEFENDANTS  (SEVERAL). 
See  Consolidation,  2. 

DE  INJURIA. 

See  Plea,  3 — Replication,  1,  2,  3, 

6,7. 

DELAY. 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  11  — 
Amendment,  2 — Capias,  3 — Es- 
cape,  2 — Imprisonment — Judo* 

MENT  (nunc  pro  TUNC),  42. 

DELIVERY. 
See  Declaration,  2. 

DELIVERING  OF  ATTORNEY'S 

BILL. 

See  Plea,  14— Taxation,  4,  5,  6» 
10. 
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DEPOSIT,  &c. 


DISCHARGE  (OF  PRISONER). 


DEMURRER. 

See  Amendment,  1  —  Contract 
(Void) — Counts  (Striking  out),  3 
— Judgment  (non  obstante  ve- 
redicto), 3 — Pleadings  (Strik- 
ing out) — Replication,  2,  3,  7. 

DEMURRER  (FRIVOLOUS). 

1 .  In  an  action  by  indorsee  against 
drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  de- 
claration contained  a  count  on  the 
bill  and  on  an  account  stated,  with 
one  promise  to  pay  the  last-mentioned 
several  monies  on  request.  The  de- 
fendant having  specially  demurred  on 
the  ground  that  there  was  no  promise 
to  the  count  on  the  bill,  the  Court 
set  aside  the  demurrer  as  frivolous. 
Cheevers  v.  Parkington,  75 

2.  Where,  to  counts  for  money 
lent,  money  had  and  received,  and 
money  due  on  an  account  stated, 
there  was  one  demurrer,  on  the 
ground  that  they  did  not  specify  any 
time,  the  Court  set  aside  the  demur- 
rer as  frivolous.     Jackson  v.  Catvley, 

388 

DEMURRER  (SPECIAL). 

Semble,  that  it  is  not  necessary  to 
allege  a  promise  in  a  count  on  a  bill 
or  note.  At  all  events,  the  omission 
can  only  be  taken  advantage  of  in  an 
action  by  indorsee  against  indorser 
on  special  demurrer.  Griffith  v.  Rox- 
burgh, 133 

DEPOSIT. 
See  Particulars,  1 . 

DEPOSIT  (INiLIEU  OF  BAIL), 

See  Payment  (Compulsory). 

1.  On  an  application  under  the  7 
&  8  Geo.  4,  c.  71,  s.  2,  to  take  mo- 
ney and  costs  out  of  Court,  which 
have  been  deposited  in  lieu  of  bail,  if 
the  cause  is  in  such  a  state  that  issue 
may  be  joined  before  the  rule  is  dis- 
posed of,    the   Court   will  grant  it, 


with  a  stay  of  proceedings.     Bloor  ▼. 
Cox,  266 

2.  Where  a  defendant  has  been  ar- 
rested on  a  capias,  and  has  deposited 
200/.,  the  amountWthe  alleged  debt, 
and  lOl,  for  costs,  in  the  hands  of 
the  sheriff,  in  pursuance  of  the  43 
Geo.  3,  c.  46,  s.  2,  but  the  sheriff, 
although  frequently  applied  to,  ne- 
glects to  pay  the  money  into  court, 
until  the  evening  of  the  day  on  which 
the  time  for  putting  in  bail  expired ; 
and  the  defendant  then,  on  the  next 
day,  under  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  71, 
8.  2,  pays  an  additional  sum  of  10/. 
into  court  for  costs,  but  which  the 
officers  had  refused  to  receive  before 
the  sum  of  210/.  was  paid  in  by  the 
sheriff;  and  the  latter  sum  has  been 
paid  over  to  the  plaintiff  under  a  rule 
of  court,  against  which  the  defendant 
had  an  opportunity  of  shewing  cause; 
the  Court  will  not  order  the  plaintiff 
to  refund  the  money,  in  order  that 
its  deposit  may  be  considered  as  equi- 
valent to  putting  in  and  perfecting 
bail.     Hannah  V.  Willis,  417 

DESCRIPTION. 

See  Capias,  1. 

DETAINER. 

See     Arrest    (Irregular)  —  Dis- 
charge (of  Prisoner),  2. 

DIES  NON. 

See  Attorney  (Admission  op)  2 — 
Ejectment,  7 — Holiday. 

DISCHARGE  (OF  PRISONER). 

1 .  A  defendant  having  been  arrested 
in  his  way  to  Court  to  deliver  himself 
up  into  the  hands  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  to  receive  judgment 
on  a  conviction  for  conspiracy,  the 
Court  will  only  grant  a  rule  nisi  for 
his  discharge  on  his  own  affidavit. 
Sharplin  v.  Hunter.  632 


DOCUMENTS,  &c. 


EJECTMENT. 
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2.  The  facts  being  subsequently 
admitted  by  the  plaintiff,  the  defend- 
ant will  be  discharged  as  to  that  case, 
but  if  any  detainers  are  lodged  against 
him,  he  will  not  be  discharged  as  to 
them  unless  notice  of  the  motion  has 
been  given  to  the  parties  concerned. 

DISCONTINUANCE. 

See  Amendment,  5 — Taxation,  4. 

Where  a  plaintiff  discontinues  be- 
fore he  has  given  notice  of  trial,  the 
defendant  is,  under  no  circumstances, 
entitled  to  the  costs  of  preparing 
briefs.  Doe  d.  Posllethrvaite  v.  Neale, 

166 

DISCRETION  (OF  MASTER). 
See  Costs,  1,  2,  4,  14. 

DISTRINGAS. 

1.  When  an  application  is  made 
for  a  distringas,  the  affidavit  should 
shew  that  the  deponent  believes  the 
defendant  to  be  resident  in  England  ; 
and  when  it  is  only  alleged  that  in- 
quiries have  been  made  at  the  last 
*'  supposed "  place  of  abode  of  the 
defendant,  it  is  insufficient.  Esdaile 
V.  Marshall^  400 

2.  The  defendant  being  insane,  and 
a  distringas  having  issued,  to  which 
there  was  a  return  of  nulla  bona,  and 
non  est  inventus,  but  affidavits  being 
produced  that  the  defendant  was  a 
lunatic,  that  it  was  known  where  the 
defendant  was  living,  but  that  his 
keeper  refused  to  allow  him  to  be 
seen,  in  order  that  process  might  be 
served:  the  Court  refused  to  allow 
an  appearance  to  be  entered  for  ))im. 
Starkie  v.  Skilbecky  52 

DOCUMENTS  (ADMISSION 

OF). 

See  Costs,  2. 


DRAWER    (OF    BILL    OF   EX- 
CHANGE). 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  7, 9 — De- 
murrer (Frivolous),  1. 

DUPLICITY. 
See  Plea,  2, 22 — Replicatiom,  1. 

DURESS. 
See  Plea,  2. 

EJECTMENT. 

See  Judgment  (as  in  Case  of  a  Non- 
suit), 3 — Reg.  Gen.  p.  464, 465 — 
Security  (for  Costs),  2 — Stay  of 
Proceedings,  1. 

1.  Service  in  ejectment  on  the  wife 
of  the  tenant  in  possession,  it  not 
being  sworn  that  it  was  on  the  pre- 
mises, or  that  she  was  living  with  her 
husband,  is  insufficient.  Doe  d.  Min^ 
gay  v.  Roe,  192 

2.  The  declaration  in  ejectment 
being  entitled  of  "  T.  T.  1  Victoria," 
and  that  term  not  having  arrived,  the 
Court  granted  a  rule  for  judgment 
against  the  casual  ejector,  the  notice 
being  right.      Doe  d.  Crooks  v.  Roe, 

184 
3»  In  order  to  obtain  the  usual 
landlord's  rule  provided  by  1  Geo.  4, 
c.  87,  s.  1,  the  execution  of  the  lease 
may  be  proved  by  the  affidavit  of  a 
person  who  is  not  the  attesting  wit- 
ness.    Doe  d.  Gowland  v.  Roe,      35 

4.  A  declaration  in  ejectment  re- 
quiring a  tenant  to  appear  in  "  the 
King's  Bench  "  is  good,  although,  be- 
fore leave  is  obtained  to  sign  judg- 
ment, the  Crown  having  demised,  the 
Court  has  become  **  the  Queen's 
Bench."     Doe  d.  Davies  v.  Roe,     36 

5.  **  Reading  over  "  the  declaration 
without  "  explaining"  it,  is  insuffi- 
cient in  order  to  obtain  judgment 
against  the  casual  ejector.  Doe  d. 
H^ade  ▼.  Roe,  51 
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EJECTMENT. 


EJECTMENT. 


6.  In  the  notices  attached  to  de- 
clarations in  ejectment,  each  tenant 
being  rightly  named  in  his  own  notice 
is  sufficient;  and  therefore,  an  altera- 
tion in  the  name  of  a  tenant  in  the 
notices  served  on  the  others  is  imma- 
terial, it  being  sworn  that  the  same 
person  is  meant.  Doe  d.  Peach  v. 
Roe^  65 

7.  Service  in  ejectment  on  any  of 
the  days  intervening  between  the 
Thursday  next  before,  and  the  Wed- 
nesday next  after  Easter  day,  when 
they  fall  within  Easter  Term,  is 
insufficient.  Doe  d.  Frodsham  v. 
Roe,  479 

8.  Under  particular  circumstances, 
the  Court  will  dispense  with  the  rule 
in  this  Court,  requiring  an  applica- 
tion for  judgment  against  the  casual 
•ejector  to  be  made  within  the  first 
four  days  of  term.  Doe  d.  Davies  v. 
Roe,  461 

9.  It  is  no  objection  to  a  declara- 
tion in  ejectment,  that  no  attorney's 
name  has  been  introduced  into  it. 
Doe  d.  Simpson  v.  Roe,  469 

10.  In  ejectment  for  a  close  of 
land,  proof  of  service  of  a  copy  of 
the  declaration  and  notice,  at  the 
house  of  the  tenant  in  possession,  on 
a  female,  who,  on  tlie  papers  being 
explained  to  her,  says  she  knows 
what  they  are,  for  that  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintifFhad  already  been  endeav- 
ouring to  effect  service,  but  could 
not,  and  by  sticking  another  copy  on 
the  door  of  the  house,  is  sufficient 
for  a  rule  nisi  for  judgment  against 
the  casual  ejector;  and  when  the 
affidavit  of  service  of  the  rule  states 
the  same  person  to  have  been  served 
in  a  yard  attached  to  'the  tenant's 
house,  and  that  she  is  his  servant, 
the  rule  will  be  made  absolute.  Doe 
d.  fVright  v.  Roe,  455 

11.  Where  ejectment  is  brought 
to  recover  possession  of  stables, 
service  on  the  wife  of  the  tenant,  at 
his  dwelling-house,  is  sufficient  for 


judgment  against  the  casual  ejector. 
Doe  d.  Graefy,  Roe,  456 

12.  When  the  tenant  in  possessioa 
is  a  bankrupt,  service  on  the  messen- 
ger in  possession  of  the  premises  and 
the  bankrupt's  goods  under  the  fiat, 
and  on  the  official  assignee,  is  suffi- 
cient service  on  which  to  ground  a 
rule  for  judgment  against  the  casual 
ejector.  Doe  d.  Baring  v.  Roe,    456 

1 3.  The  omission  of  the  allegation 
that  John  Doe  is  indebted  to  the 
Queen,  and  the  "quo  minus**  in  a 
declaration  in  ejectment,  is  imma- 
terial. Doe  d.  Bloxham  v.  Roe,    ZSS 

14.  Service  on  one  of  several  joint 
tenants  is  sufficient  against  all.  Doe 
d.  Clothier  v.  Roe,  291 

15.  In  country  ejectment,  if  the 
notice  is  to  appear  in  one  term,  judg- 
ment may  be  obtained  against  the 
casual  ejector  in  the  next  term,  with- 
out a  rule  nisi  in  the  first  instance. 
Doe  d.  Croone  v.  Roe,  270 

16.  Judgment  cannot  be  signed 
against  the  casual  ejector,  in  respect 
of  a  service  on  the  daughter  carrying 
on  the  business  of  the  tenant  in  pos- 
session, who  is  a  lunatic,  and  confined 
away  from  the  premises.  Doe  d. 
Brown  v.  Roe,  270 

17.  Where  an  attorney,  who  is  the 
attesting  witness  to  the  counterpart 
of  a  lease,  is  afterwards  concerned 
for  the  tenant  in  an  action  of  eject- 
ment brought  by  the  lessor,  the  Court 
will,  notwithstanding,  compel  him  to 
make  an  affidavit  of  the  execution  of 
the  counterpart,  in  support  of  an  ap- 
plication for  the  usual  landlord's  rule, 
Udder  1  Geo.  4,  c.  87,  s.  1. 

Qtusere,  whether  the  affidavit  of  the 
attesting  witness  is,  in  every  case  of 
such  an  application,  indispensable. 
Doe  d.  Avery  v.  Roe,  518 

18.  Service,  in  ejectment,  on  the 
daughter  of  the  tenant,  coupled  with 
the  fact  of  the  tenant's  afterwards 
calling  on  the  attorney  of  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintifi^  and  saying  that  he 


EJECTMENT. 

Iinona  that  the  time  is  coming  "  nhen 
sonieihiiig  must  be  done,"  ia  sufficient 
ground  for  the  Court  lo  {{rant  a  rule 
fur  Judgment  a^^ainst  the  casual 
ejyctor.     Doe  A.  Agar  v.  Roe,     634 

19.  Where  there  are  thirteen  te- 
nants in  possession,  and  they  have  all 
been  personally  served,  it  is  no  objec- 
tion to  a  rule  for  judgment  against  the 
casual  ejector  being  granted,  that  the 
Christian  names  of  two  of  them  hare 
been  omitted  in  all  the  notices.  Doe 
<1.  Smith  v.Itoe,  639 

20.  The  Court  will  grant  a  rule  for 
judgment  against  the  casual  ejector, 
aliliuugb  in  the  notice  served  on  two 
of  tlie  tenants,  the  Christian  name  of 
a  third  tenant  is  omitted.  Doe  d. 
V.  Roe,  629 

21.  The  notice  at  the  foot  of  a  de- 
claration in  proceedings  by  ejectment 
pursuant  to  1  Geo.  4,  c.  87,  a.  1,  must 
require  the  tenant  to  appear  on  the 

_firil  day  of  term,  whether  it  is  a  coun- 
try or  a  town  cause.     Doe  d.  Holder 


EXCUSE. 
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■on  of  the  t< 


eject  I 
thep 


in  ejectment  on  the 
nt  in  possession  on  the 
premises,  is  insufHcient,  unless  it  be 
shetrn  that  he  is  living  with  his 
parent,  and  composes  part  of  the 
family.  Doe  A.  Emerton  v.  Rie,  736 
SS.  Service  of  a  declaration  in 
ejectment  on  the  son  of  the  tenant  on 
i^mises,  is  sufHcient  for  a  rule 
r  judgment  against  the  casual 
ejector,  where  it  seems  reasonable  to 
suppose  that  the  declaration  has  come 
to  the  tenant's  hands.  Doe  d.  Tim- 
mim  T.  Roe,  765 

24.  Special  service  in  ejectment. 
Doe  d.  CoUon  y.  Roe,  lb. 

25.  When  there  were  four  adjoin- 
ing houses,  and  three  of  the  tenants 
had  been  personally  served,  but  the 
fourth  having  iett  the  premises,  the 
declanilion  was  affixetl  to  the  door  of 
the  house,  the  Court  granted  a  rule 
niai  for  judgment  agaitiat  the  casual 


ejector,  to  be  served  in  the  same  way 
as  the  declaration.  Doe  d.  Hindis  v. 
Roe,  S9S 

26.  The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  in 
ejectment,  who  was  a  mortg^ee,  ob- 
tained judgment,  and  after  more  than 
a  year  and  a  day  had  elapsed,  with- 
out reviving  the  judgment  by  sci.  fa., 
issued  a  hab.  fa.  pois.,  which,  after 
executinn,  was  set  aside  by  a  Judge's 
order ;  but  the  judgment  left  in  force. 
On  a  motion  for  a  rule  for  a  writ  of 
restitution: — held,  that  such  writ 
could  not  issue  ;  but  the  rule  might 
be  moulded  so  as  to  order  the  lessor 
of  iheplainlifTio  restore  possession. 

SemliU,  per  Pattetoa,  J.,  that  ■ 
party  having  recovered  in  an  eject- 
^  ment,  cannot,  by  his  own  act  only,  and 
without  the  authority  of  the  Court, 
take  possession.  Doe  d.  Steven*  v. 
Lord,  256 

ESCAPE. 

1 .  Permitting  a  defendant  in  the 
custody  of  the  sheriff,  against  whom 
a  ca.  sa.  has  been  lodged,  to  go  out 
of  prison,  is  a  voluntary  escape,  al- 
though the  act  of  the  sherifT  was 
caused  by  mistake.  fileKood  v. 
Clement,  SOS 

2.  A  sheriff,  therefore,  has  no  right 
to  retake  a  defendant ;  and  if  he 
docs,  the  caption  being  a  nullity, 
lapse  of  time  will  not  be  an  objection 
to  the  defendant's  discharge.  lb. 

ESTOPPEL. 
•S'ee  Ikfbkiok  Codkt,  1. 


iS^ee  Court  ot  REciDBSTa,  3 — Istm- 
aioK  ,  Court,    S,  5 — Stamp,   3— 

WABaaNT    (OV  ATTOaMBT),  1. 

EXCUSE. 
See  Rkfucatioh,  7. 


820  FINES  AND  RECOVERIES. 


GARNISHEE. 


EXECUTION. 

See  Counts  (Joinder  op),  1 , 2 — Oybr 
— Warrant  (op  Attorney),  2. 

EXECUTION. 

See  Arbitration,  1 — Attorney,  2 
—  Ejectment,  Z(i  —  Inferior 
Court,  1,  2,  5 — Laches,  3 — Tax- 
ation, 11. 

The  delivery  of  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.  to 
the  sheriff  only  binds  the  goods  of 
the  defendant,  so  as  to  enable  the 
execution  creditor  to  pursue  his  claim ; 
but,  subject  to  that,  the  defendant 
may  deal  with  the  goods  as  he  pleases, 
and  if  he  dispose  of  them  in  market 
overt,  the  right  of  the  sheriff  ceases 
altogether.     Samuel  v.  Sir  J,  Duke, 

536 
EXTENT. 

iS^eDEBT,  S. 

FALSE  IMPRISONMENT. 

See  Costs,  12. 

FELON. 
See  Taxation,  3. 

FEME  COVERT. 

See  Fines  and   Recoveries,    1  — 
Plea,  11. 

The  Court  will  discharge  a  mar- 
ried woman  on  entering  a  common 
appearance,  unless  the  plaintiff  swears 
that  at  the  time  of  making  the  con^ 
tract,  she  represented  herself  to  be  a 
feme  sole.      Hvllingdale  v.   Lloyd, 

565 
FEME  SOLE. 

See  Feme  Covert. 

FIAT. 
See  Plea,  9. 

FINES  AND  RECOVERIES. 

1.  An  affidavit  of  vcriBcation  of 
the  certificate  of  the  acknowledgment 


of  a  married  woman  under  the  Fines 
and  Recoveries  Act,  the  parties  being 
resident  in  Germany,  must  be  sworn 
before  a  native  court,  and  an  affidavit 
sworn  before  the  English  Consul  is 
not  sufficient.     In  re  Eady,  615 

2.  It  is  no  objection  to  an  affidavit 
sworn  before  a  native  court,  that  it  is 
originally  in  the  German  language, 
if  it  is  translated,  and  the  translation 
verified:  and  the  oath  may  be  ad- 
ministered in  the  German  language 
if  it  is  translated  by  an  interpreter  to 
the  deponent.  lb, 

3.  It  is  sufficient  that  the  affidavit 
should  be  signed  by  the  Judge  of  the 
country,  and  that  the  deponent's 
signature  should  not  be  attached,  the 
Judge's  signature  being  verified,  and 
an  affidavit  being  produced  that  such 
is  the  course  of  practice  in  Germany. 

76. 
FIRE. 

See  Inferior  Court,  5. 

FOREIGN  ATTACHMENT. 

See  Certiorari,  1 — Inferior 
Court,  4. 

FOREIGN  COURT. 
See  Fines  and  Recoveries,  1,  2,  3. 

FOREIGN  LAW. 
See  Fines  and  Recoveries,  1,  2,  3. 

FRAUD. 
See  Interpleader,  5. 

FRAUDS  (STATUTE  OF). 
See  Pleas  (several),  2* 

GAMING. 

See  Replication,  6« 

GARNISHEE. 
See  Inferior  Court,  2,  9. 


HOLIDAY. 


IMPRISONMENT  (FALSE).  8X1 


GARNISHER. 
See  Inferior  Court,  2,  3. 

GENERAL  ISSUE. 

See    Plia,    4,   7,    17 — Reo.    Gen, 

p.  G49. 

GENTLEMAN. 
iS>e  Capias,  1. 

GOODS  (SOLD&  DELIVERED). 

See  Interest — Judgment  (non  ob- 
stante veredicto)  2 — Replica- 
tion, 5. 

GUARANTEE. 

See  Set-off. 

HABEAS  CORPUS. 

See  Commitment,   2 — Parent  and 

Child. 

The  Court  granted  an  application 
on  behalf  of  a  prisoner  to  amend  the 
teste  of  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  sued 
out  at  his  instance,  it  being  tested  of 
T.  T.  "  1  Victoria,'' instead  of  "7  Wil- 
liam  4."    Ex  parte  Davies,  181 

HABERE  FACIAS  POSSESSIO- 
NEM. 

See  Ejectment,  26. 

HOLIDAY. 

See  Attorney  (Admission  of),  2 — 
Ejectment,  7. 

The  plaintiff  in  the  action  having 
replied  de  injuria,  and  added  a  simih- 
ter,  delivered  his  pleading  on  the  11th 
of  April.  Good  Friday  fell  on  the 
15th  of  the  same  month,  and  it  was 
held  that  the  succeeding  dayb  up  to 
the  18th,  being  made  dies  non  by  the 
rule  of  E.  T.  2  Will.  4,  the  defendant 
was  in  time  that  day  to  strike  out  the 
similiter,  and  demur  to  the  replication. 
HarruoHY.Tait,  611 

VOL.  TI. 


HOUSE  OF  LORDS. 

■ 

See  Plea,  16. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

See  Attachment,  6 — Barrister,  2 
— Ejectment,  1 — Trespass,  2. 

When  a  feme  sole  married  before 
declaration,  and  the  plaintiff  never- 
theless proceeded  against  her  to  final 
judgment  and  took  her  in  execu- 
tion, the  Court  refused  to  discharge 
her,  it  not  being  sworn  that  she  had 
no  separate  property.  Evans  ▼. 
Chester.  UO 

IDENTITY. 

See  Ejectment,  6. 

ILLEGALITY. 
See  Plea,  4,  8 — Replication,  5,  6. 

ILLNESS. 
See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  II. 

IMMATERIAL  OMISSION. 
See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  10* 

IMPLEADED. 
See  Writ  (of  Trial),  7. 

IMPRISONMENT. 

Where  the  actual  imprisonment  of 
a  defendant  in  the  county  gaol  follows 
the  arrest  in  due  course,  the  com- 
mencement of  the  imprisonment  under 
the  S4th  section  of  the  statute  7  Geo. 
4,  c.  67,  shall  be  taken  to  be  the 
arrest,  but  where  there  is  any  im- 
proper delay,  the  imprisonment  shall 
not  be  taken  to  begin  until  the  de- 
fendant is  in  actual  confinement 
within  the  walls  of  a  prison*  Ycpp 
y.  Harrington^  55 

IMPRISONMENT  (FALSE). 


I 


See  Costs,  12. 


1 1 1 


D.  F.  c. 


8f  f     INFERIOR  COURT. 


INTEREST. 


INDENTURE. 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  1 . 

INDEPENDENT  ALLEGA- 
TION. 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  4. 

INDORSEE. 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  3 — De- 
murrer (frivolous),    1 


(spectal)---Declaratiok,  2 — Re- 
plication, 1,  7 — Variance,  2. 

INDORSER. 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  3 — De- 
murrer (special) — Variance,  2. 

INDORSEMENT. 
See  Local  Court — Laches,  5,  6. 

INDORSEMENT  (OF  DEBT 
AND  COSTS). 

See  Local  Court. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  indorse  the 
amount  of  debt  and  costs  on  a  writ 
sued  out  to  recover  penalties  under 
the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  {5 
&  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  8.  54).  Davies 
V.  Lloyd,  173 

INFANT. 

See  Attorney  (Examination  of), 
1 — Award,  4,  7 — Parent  and 
Child — Security  (for  Costs),  2. 

INFERIOR  COURT. 

See  Court  (of  Requests),  6 — Pro- 
cedendo. 

1.  Where  an  issue  was  raised  on 
the  fact  of  an  execution  in  the  Lord 
Mayor's  Court,  in  the  city  of  London, 
it  was  held  that  the  jury  were  not 
precluded,  by  the  production  of  the 
record  of  that  court,  from  finding;  the 
real  facts  of  the  case.  M*Grath  v. 
Hardy,  749 


2.  Without  execution  executed, 
the  garnishee  is  not  discharged.   749 

3.  The  mere  fact  of  an  attorney 
being  the  partner  of  the  attorney  it  ho 
acted  for  the  garnishee  in  the  Mayor's 
Court,  does  not  render  him  incom- 
petent to  prove  the  custom  of  that 
court.  Jb, 

4.  To  a  plea  of  a  foreign  attach- 
ment in  the  Mayor's  Court,  it  is  not 
a  good  replication  that  no  notice  was 
given  to  the  defendant  in  that  court. 

lb. 

5.  Where  the  original  judgment  in 
an  inferior  court  has  been  destroyed 
by  fire,  the  Court  will  allow  execu- 
tion to  be  issued  under  a  verified 
copy  of  the  judgment.  Cheesewright 
V.  Franks,  471 

INFORMATION. 
See  Debt,  3. 

INJUNCTION. 
See  Supersedeas,  3. 

INQUIRY. 

See  Slander — Taxatior,  9. 

INSOLVENT. 

See  Amendment,  3 — Imprisonment 
— Judoment(asinCase  of  a  Now- 
suit),  4— Plea,  1,  5— Reputed 
ownership. 

INSTALMENTS. 
See  Debt,  4. 

INSURANCE. 
iSee  Consolidation,  1. 

INTEREST. 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  1, 

Where  goods  are  sold,  to  be  paid 
for  by  a  bill,  which  is  in  fact  never 
given,  the  plaintiff  may,  under  the 


INTERPRETER. 


JUDGE'S  CERTIFICATE.     823 


count  for  goods  sold  and  delivered, 
recover  interest  for  the  amount  from 
the  time  when  the  bill  would  have 
become  due.     Farr  v.  Ward^       163 

INTERPLEADER. 

1.  Thelstsectionof  l&2WilL4, 
c  58  (the  Interpleader  Act),  does  not 
apply  to  actions  for  unliquidated  da- 
mages.    Walter  V,  Nicholson,      517 

2.  An  application  by  a  successful 
party,  in  an  issue  directed  under  the 
Interpleader  Act,  for  costs,  &c.,  may 
be  made  before  judgment  actually 
signed,  but  the  rule  cannot  be  drawn 
up,  except  on  condition  of  its  being 
signed.     Bland  v.  Delano,  293 

3.  Unless  the  sheriff  has  been 
guilty  of  misconduct,  the  Court  will 
not  order  him  to  pay  costs,  &c.,  in  an 
issue  directed  by  tlie  Court,  in  case 
of  a  default  by  the  unsuccessful  party. 

lb. 

4.  The  Court  will  allow  a  sheriff 
to  deduct  the  expenses  of  a  sale 
effected  by  the  authority  of  the  Court, 
under  the  Interpleader  Act,  although 
it  appears,  on  the  trial  of  an  issue, 
that  the  seizure  was  wrongful.       lb, 

5.  Where  goods  were  taken  in  exe- 
cution, and  a  claim  was  set  up  under 
a  bill  of  sale  which  bore  date  after 
the  levy,  the  Court  discharged  the 
sheriff's  application  for  relief,  and 
made  him  pay  the  costs  of  the  execu- 
tion-creditor. In  re  the  Sheriff  of 
Oxfordshire,  136 

G.  A  sheriff  is  not  entitled  to  relief 
under  the  Interpleader  Act,  unless  he 
has  actually  seized  or  is  in  possession 
of  the  goods.  Holton  v.  Guntrip,  129 

INTERNATIONAL  LAW. 
See  Fines  and  Recoveries,  1,  2,  3. 

INTERPRETER. 
See  Fines  and  Recoveries,  1,  2,  3. 


IRREGULARITY. 

See  Arbitration,  3 — Capias, 
Laches,  1,  3  -Non  pros.  2 — Pro- 
cess (Service  of)— Taxation,  11 
— Trial  (Notice  of),  2 — Waiver, 
1— Writ  (of  Trial),  5. 

ISSUE. 

See  Judgment  (as  in  Case  or  a  Non- 
suit), 7  —  Similiter,  3  —  Vari- 
ance, 3 — Writ  (of  Trial),  5. 

ISSUE  (JOINED). 
See  Deposit  (in  Lieu  of  Bail),  1. 

ISSUES  (SEVERAL). 

See  Award,  1 — Costs,  15,17 — Costs 
(Set-off  of). 

ISSUES  (TRIAL  OF). 

See  Interpleader,  4. 

If,  in  an  action  ex  contractu,  the 
defendant  pleads  in  denial  or  dis- 
charge of  the  action,  and  also  pays 
money  into  court,  each  issue  must 
nevertheless  be  tried  as  if  it  stood 
alone  on  the  record.    Fischer  v.  Aidi, 

594 
ISSUABLE  PLEA. 

See  Plea  (Issuable). 

JOINT  TENANTS. 
See  Ejectment,  14. 

JUDGE'S  CERTIFICATE. 

See  Costs,  3,  4,  5,  13. 

A  cause  being  partly  heard  before 
a  Judge,  and  a  verdict  taken  for  1 1 9/., 
subject  to  the  award  of  an  arbitrator, 
and  the  verdict  being  subsequently 
reduced  by  the  award  below  201.,  the 
Judge  may  grant  his  certificate  that 
it  was  a  proper  cause  to  be  tried  be- 
fore a  Judge.      Broggref  v.  Hawke^ 

67 
I  1  i2 


824        JUDGMENT,  &e. 


JUDGMENT.  &e. 


JUDGE  (AT  CHAMBERS). 

See  Affibatit,  1. 

JUDGE  (ORDER  OF). 

See  Amendment,  1,4. 

JUDGMENT. 

See  Amendment,  1 — Arbitration, 
] — Attorney.  2 — Interpleader, 
2,^ — Inferior  Court,  5 — Laches, 
8 — NoN  Pros.,  3 — Prisoner,  a — 
Taxation,  11,  12. 

JUDGMENT  (ARREST  OF.) 

See  Arrest  (of  Judgment)— Judg- 
ment (non  obstante  veredicto), 
I — Similiter,  4 — Venire  denovo, 
1,  3 — Writ  (of  trial),  3. 

1.  A  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment, 
or  for  judgment  non  obstante  vere- 
dicto, must,  in  this  Court  (Exche- 
quer), be  made  within  four  days  of 
the  time  of  trial  if  in  term,  and  if  not, 
within  the  first  four  days  of  the  next 
succeeding  term.     Thomas  v.  Jone$, 

663 

2.  Qtueret  if  the  65th  section  of 
I  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  2  WUl.  4,  apph'es 
to  trials  out  of  term?  76. 

JUDGMENT  (AS  IN  CASE  OF 
A  NONSUIT). 

See  Reg.  Gen.  p.  464 — Stay  of 
Proceedings,  2 — Witness,  1. 

1 .  Issue  joined  in  a  town  cause  in 
Michaelmas  Term,  notice  of  trial  not 
being  given,  it  is  not  too  soon  to 
move  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a 
nonsuit  in  the  following  Easter  Term. 
Pier  son  v.  Chessun,  507 

2.  Issue  joined  in  a  country  cause 
in  Michaelmas  Term,  and  no  notice 
of  trial  given,  it  is  not  too  early  to 
move  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a 
nonsuit  in  the  following  Easter  Term. 
jipperley  v.  Morse,  505 

3.  The  14  Geo.  2,  c.  17,  as  to 
judgment  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  applies 


to  actions  of  ejectment,  u  well  as  to 
other  actions*  Doe  d.  Berger  v. 
Docker,  478 

4.  Where  it  was  sworn,  in  answer 
to  a  rule  for  judgment  as  in  case 
of  a  nonsuit,  that  the  defendant  was 
insolvent,  but  it  did  not  appear  that 
the  plaintiff  was  unaware  of  the  insol- 
vency when  be  brought  the  action, 
the  Court  directed  the  rule  to  be  dis- 
charged, unless  the  defendant  con- 
sented to  a  stet  processus.  Lemon  v. 
Hopson,  795 

5.  Issue  joined  in  Michaelmas  Va- 
cation in  a  country  cause,  and  notice 
of  trial  not  given  for  the  ensuing  as- 
sizes, it  is  too  early  to  move  for 
judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit  in 
Easter  Term  following.  Harrison  v. 
Williams,  772 

6.  When  issue  was  joined  in  a 
country  cause  on  the  day  before  Eas- 
ter Term,  and  no  notice  of  trial  had 
been  given : — Held,  that  the  defendant 
might  move  for  judgment  as  in  case 
of  a  nonsuit,  after  one  assize  had 
elapsed. 

But,  where  in  such  case  issue  is 
joined  in  Trinity  Term,  the  motion 
cannot  be  made  until  the  following 
Easter  Term.     Evans  v.  Bermara, 

S67 

7«  An  affidavit,  in  support  of  a 
rule  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  non- 
suit, alleging  notice  of  trial  to  have 
been  given,  without  stating  the  cause 
to  be  at  issue,  is  sufficient.  Corbyn 
v.  Heyworth,  181 

8.  Where  issue  is  joined  in  a  coun- 
try cause  in  Easter  Term,  and  no 
notice  of  trial  has  been  given,  it  is  too 
soon  to  move  for  judgment  as  in  case 
of  a  nonsuit  in  the  following  Michael- 
mas Term.     Smith  v.  Miller,       154 

9.  Judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit 
absolute  in  the  6rst  instance,  after  a 
peremptory  undertaking  to  proceed 
to  trial  in  the  sheriff's  court,  unful- 
filled, may  be  obtained.  WilUs  v. 
Oakley^  766 


JUDGMENT,  &c. 


LACHES. 


S25 


JUDGMENT  (NON  OBSTANTE 
VEREDICTO). 

See  Judgment  (Arrest  of),  1. 

1.  It  is  not  a  ground  for  arresting 
a  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto, 
that  a  plea,  on  which  a  verdict  has 
been  found  in  favour  of  the  defend- 
ant, alleges  money  to  have  been  paid 
into  Court  pursuant  to  3  &  4  Will.  4, 
c.  42,  s.  21,  before  declaration.  Ed- 
wards V,  Price f  487 

2.  To  debt  for  goods  sold,  the  de- 
fendant pleaded  the  Westminster  Court 
of  Requests  Act  After  plea,  and 
before  trial,  that  act  was  repealed  by 
another,  which  contained  no  provision 
respecting  actions  then  pending.  A 
verdict  having  been  found  for  the  de- 
fendant : — Heldf  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  judgment  non  obstante 
veredicto.     JVarne  v.  Beretford^  157 

3.  In  debt  against  the  acceptor  of 
a  bill  of  exchange,  defendant  pleaded 
payment  into  Court  of  a  certain  sum, 
and  that  he  was  not  indebted  beyond 
that  amount,  pursuant  to  the  form 
given  by  17  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  4  Will.  4, 
(Pleading  Rules) ;  the  plaintiff  took 
issue  on  the  allegation  that  no  more 
was  due;  the  defendant  had  a  verdict: 
— Heldt  that,  although  the  plea  might 
have  been  bad  on  special  demurrer, 
as  contrary  to  the  rules  of  H.  T.  4 
Will.  4,  with  respect  to  such  actions, 
vet  that  the  plaintiff,  having  taken 
issue  on  the  amount  really  due,  he 
could  not  avail  himself  of  the  objec- 
tion non  obstante  veredicto.  Finley- 
son  V.  M'Kenzie^  71 

JUDGMENT(NUNC  PRO  TUNC). 

1.  Judgment  cannot  be  entered 
nunc  pro  tunc  pursuant  to  S  Reg. Gen. 
H.  T.  4  Will.  4,  (Pleading  Rules),  ex- 
cept where  the  delay  arises  from  the 
act  of  the  Court.    Faughan  v.  Wilson^ 

210 

2.  The  plaintiff  obtained  an  order, 
by  conseDt,  to  enter  up  judgment  on 


a  certain  day,  but  neglected  to  take 
advantage  of  the  order  in  consequence 
of  proceedings  taken  to  issue  a  fiat  of 
bankruptcy  against  the  defendant,  and 
the  latter  having  died  before  the  fiat 
was  issued,  judgment  nunc  pro  tunc 
was  not  allowed  to  be  entered  up.  210 

JUDGMENT  (TIME  OF  SIGN- 
ING). 

See  Reo.  Gen.  p.  464. 

JURAT. 

See  Affidavit,  2 — Affidavit  (of 
Debt),  10. 

JURISDICTION. 

See  Attorney,  S — Court  of  Re- 
quests, 0 — Plea,  11 — Sscuritt 
(for  Costs),  4 — Trespass,  1  — 
Writ  (of  Trial),  3,  4. 

JURY. 

See  Arbitration,  2  —  Inferior 
Court,  1. 

JUSTIFICATION. 
See  Plea,  5. 

LACHES. 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  1 1 — Ca- 
pias, 3  —  Escape,  ft  —  Imprison- 
ment —  Judgment  (nunc  pro 
tunc),  1,  2 — Outlawry — Pay- 
ment, 1 — Stamp,  1 — Taxation,  6 
— Venire  de  novo,  3 — Waiver. 

1.  A  variance  between  a  declara- 
tion and  the  process  is  an  irregularity, 
in  respect  of  which  an  application 
should  be  made  in  vacation  promptly 
to  a  Judge  at  chambers.  Tory  v. 
Stevens,  275 

2,  If  such  an  application  be  made, 
and  the  Judge  refuse  to  interfere, 
pleading  a  plea  under  protest  during 
vacation  is  not  such  a  waiver  as  will 
prevent  the  defendant  from  appealing 
to  the  Court.  lb. 


S?6 


LIMITATIONS. 


MANDAMUS. 


3.  Where  a  plaintiff  has  arrested  a 
defendant,  declared,  signed  judgment, 
and  charged  him  in  execution,  it  is 
too  late  to  make  an  objection  to  any 
alleged  irregularity  in  the  mode  of 
arrest.     Cross  v.  Marsh,  280 

4.  A  Judge's  order  having  been 
obtained  on  the  Srd  May,  to  amend 
a  declaration,  the  defendant  is  too 
late  in  coming  to  the  Court  on  the 
10th  June,  in  Trinity  Term,  to  set 
aside  the  order.     Baden  v.  Flight, 

177 

5.  Where  a  defendant  was  taken 
in  execution  on  a  test.  ca.  sa.  in  July, 
1833,  it  is  too  late  for  him  to  object 
that  there  was  no  indorsement  on  the 
writ  of  his  residence,  pursuant  to  H. 
T.  2  &  3  Geo.  4,  K.  B.,  on  the  first 
day  of  H.  T.  1838,  although  he  swears 
that  he  was  not  aware  of  the  defect 
until  a  short  time  before  the  applica- 
tion, as  he  was  bound  to  be  aware  of 
the  defect  as  soon  as  he  was  aware  of 
the  proceeding  in  which  the  defect 
arose.     Esdaile  v.  Davis,  465 

6.  Qucere,  whether  the  above  in- 
dorsement is  for  the  benefit  of  the 
sheriff,  or  of  the  defendant  also  ?    lb, 

7.  Where  a  writ  of  summons  stated 
the  defendant  to  be  resident  within 
the  county  of  Worcester,  whereas  he 
in  fact  resided  within  the  city  of 
Worcester,  and  was  served  there  : — 
Held,  that  an  application  to  set  aside 
the  service  should  be  made  within  the 
time  limited  for  entering  an  appear- 
ance.    Child  V.  Marsh,  576 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

See  Ejectment,  3,  1 7. 

LIBEL. 

See  Counts  (Striking  out),  3. 

LLMITATIONS  (STATUTE  OF). 

See  Arrest    (Without     probable 
Cause),  I. 


LOCAL  ACTION. 

See  Venub. 

LOCAL  COURT. 

The  plaintiff,  an  apothecary,  at- 
tended defendant's  danghter,  who  did 
not  reside  with  him,  and  his  bill  for 
such  attendance  amounted  to  18/. 
I9s,  6d,  The  plaintiff  also  attended 
defendant's  servant,  and  had  delivered 
for  such  attendance  a  distinct  bill, 
amounting  to  1  /.  Os,  6d,  The  plain- 
tiff sued  out  a  writ,  indorsed  18/.  \9s, 
6d. ;  but,  when  he  declared,  inserted 
in  his  particulars  his  other  claim  of 
1/.  Qs,  6d,  The  defendant  paid  this 
latter  amount  into  court,  which  the 
plaintiff  took  out  in  satisfaction.  The 
defendant  resided  within  the  limits  of 
a  local  court  for  the  recovery  of  debts 
to  the  amount  of  40s. : — Held^  that, 
as  the  plaintiff  had  misled  the  defend- 
ant by  the  indorsement,  he  was  not 
entitled  to  costs.     Thompson  v.  Gill, 

155 
LORDS'  ACT. 

See  Prisoner,  1. 

In  order  to  bring  up  a  defendant 
under  the  compulsory  clauses  of  the 
Lords'  Act,  the  twenty  days'  notice 
must  have  expired  before  the  first  day 
of  the  term  in  which  it  is  sought  to 
bring  him  up.    Ralph  v.  Jacobs,  279 

LUNATIC. 

See  Attorney  (Clerk  op) — Dis- 
tringas, 2 — Ejectment,  16. 

MAGISTRATE. 
See  Trespass,  1. 

MAKER. 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  9 — Reg. 
Gen.  p.  647. 

MANDAMUS. 
1.  Where  a  rule  for  a  mandamus 


MORTGAGOR. 


NOMINAL  DAMAGES.  827 


is  made  absolute,  the  costs  of  the  ap- 
plication, pursuant  to  1  Will.  4,  c.  21, 
8.  6.  must  be  made  the  subject  of  a 
separate  application,  and  will  not  be 
considered  by  the  Court  on  disposing 
of  the  rule.  Reg*  v.  The  Justices  of 
Salop,  28 

2.  A  mandamus  will  not  lie  to  the 
mere  public  depositaries  of  money, 
commanding  the  payment  by  them  of 
a  sum  in  gross.  In  the  matter  of 
Clement  de  Bode,  Baron  de  Bode,  776 

3.  A  mandamus  will  not  lie  to  tlie 
Crown  or  its  servants,  strictly  as  such, 
commanding  it  or  them  to  pay  over 
money  in  its  or  their  possession  in  li- 
quidation of  claims  on  the  Crown,  lb. 

MARKET  OVERT. 

See  Execution. 

MARKSMAN. 
See  Warrant  (of  Attorney),  4. 

MASTER'S  DISCRETION. 
See  Costs,  1,  2,  4, 14 — Taxation,  1. 

MAYOR'S  COURT. 
See  Inferior  Court,  1,  3,  4. 

MISPRISION  (OF  CLERK). 
See  Similiter,  5. 

MONEY  (HAD  &  RECEIVED). 

See  Plea,  4 — Set-off — Writ  (of 
Trial),  2. 

MONEY  (PAID). 
See  Plea,  7 — Payment,  4. 

MORTGAGEE. 

See  Ejectment,  26 — Stay  of  Pro- 
ceedings, 1. 

MORTGAGOR. 

See  Ejectment,  2(3 — Stay  of  Pro- 
ceedings, 1. 


MOTHER. 
See  Parent  and  Child. 

MOTION  (NOTICE  OF). 
See  Discharge  (of  Prisoner),  2. 

MUNICIPAL    CORPORATION 

ACT. 

See    Indorsement    (of    Debt   and 

Costs). 

MUTUAL  CREDIT. 

See  Replication,  4. 

Where  a  person  puts  his  name  to  a 
bill  of  exchange  for  the  accommoda- 
tion of  another,  who  afterwards  be- 
comes bankrupt,  that  is  a  credit  likely 
in  its  nature  to  end  in  a  debt,  and  may 
form  the  subject  of  a  '*  mutual  credit" 
within  the  6  Geo.  4^  c.  16,  s.  50. 
Hulme  and  Anotfier^  Assignees  of 
Smith  V.  Mugglestone,  112 

NEGLIGENCE. 
See  Plea,  17. 

NEW  TRIAL. 

See  Costs,  18— Writ  (of  Trial),  1. 

In  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  if 
a  new  trial  has  been  granted  on  pay- 
ment of  costs,  the  Court  will  not 
point  out  in  the  rule  a  particular  day 
on  which  the  costs  roust  be  paid. 
Bland  v.  Warren,  21 

NIL  DEBET. 
See  Plea,  18. 

NISI  PRIUS. 
See  Arbitration,  2. 

NOLLE  PROSEQUI. 
See  Payment,  S. 

NOMINAL  DAMAGES. 
See  Payment,  1,  3. 


$M  NOTICE  (SERVICE  OF). 

NGN  ASSUMPSIT. 
See  Patmbnt,  3. 

NON-JOINDER. 
See  Plea,  11. 

NONSUIT. 
See  (Bill  of  Exceptions),  1. 

NOT  GUILTY. 
See  Plea,  13,  19,  21. 

NOTICE. 

See  Ihvsuoe  Court,  4 — Lobd*8  Act 
— Order  (abandoning) — Taxa- 
tion, If — Undefended  cause. 

NOTICE  (OF  ACTION). 

Where,  in  a  private  act  of  Parlla- 
naent,  it  ii  provided  that  no  action 
shall  be  commenced  "  against  any 
person  "  for  any  act  done  in  pursuance 
or  by  the  authority  of  the  statute, 
unless  20  days'  previous  notice  in 
writing  shall  have  been  given  to  the 
intended  defendant: — Heldt  that  this 
provision  would  apply  to  the  com- 
pany for  whose  beneiit  die  act  was 
passed,  as  well  as  to  a  single  indivi- 
dual. Boyd  v.  The  London  and 
Croydon  Railway  Company ^         721 

NOTICE  (OF  DECLARATION). 
See  Rule  (to  Plead). 

NOTICE  (OF  MOTION). 

See  DiscuARGB  (of  Prisoner),  2. 

NOTICE  (SERVICE  OF). 

See  Taxation,  2. 

Where  the  Court  allows  notice  of 
declaration  to  be  stuck  up  in  tlie 
Master's  Office,  they  will  not,  in  the 
same  rule,  direct  the  service  of  all 
future  notices  and  rules  to  be  made 
in  the  same  way.    LayUm  v.  Mason^ 

«75 


NUISANCE. 

NOTICE  (OF  TRIAL). 

See  DiscoNTuruANCB  —  Time    (fob 

Pleading). 

Where  notice  of  trial  is  given  for 
the  adjournment  day,  a  notice  of 
countermand  two  days  prior  to  the 
day  to  which  the  Court  adjourned,  is 
too  lat^.    Cooper  v.  WkUmarsk^  695 

NON   PROS. 

1.  The  defendant  obtained,  and 
served  an  order  for  particulara,  which 
operated  as  a  stay  of  proceedings. 
He  afterwards  demanded  a  declara- 
tion, and,  at  the  foot  of  the  same 
paper,  gave  notice  of  his  abandon- 
ment of  the  order  : — Held,  that  jodg* 
ment  of  non  pros.,  for  want  of  a  de- 
claration, was  irregular.  Wtcken$  v. 
Cox,  695 

2.  A  plaintiff,  who  obtains  an  order 
for  amending  his  writ,  is  not  obliged 
to  draw  it  up  ;  and  if  he  gives  notice 
of  abandoning  the  order  and  the  writ, 
and  the  defendant  afterwards  appears, 
a  judgment  of  non  pros.,  for  not  de- 
claring, is  irregular.  SoUy  v.  Richard^ 
son,  774 

3.  To  a  declaration  in  debt,  alleg- 
ing 62^  to  be  due,  for  horse-meat, 
&c.,  the  defendant  pleaded,  1st,  as  to 
all  the  monies  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, except  as  to  10/.  1 3s.  nun- 
quam  indebitatus ;  2ndly,  as  to  10/. 
1 3s.,  payment ;  drdly,  as  to  10/.  13f., 
payment  of  that  sum  into  court. 

The  plaintiff  did  not  reply  to  the 
first  two  pleas,  but  replied  to  the 
third,  accepting  the  money  paid  into 
court  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge 
of  the  whole  debt.  The  defendant 
signed  judgment  of  non  pros,  for  want 
of  a  replication  to  the  first  two  pleas : 
— Held,  on  motion  to  set  it  aside,  that 
the  judgment  was  regular.  Emmeii 
V.  Standen,  591 

NUISANCE. 
See  Plea,  It. 


OUTLAWRY. 


PARTICULARS. 


829 


NULLITY. 

SiK  Attorney  (Privileoe  of),  2 — 
Capias,  4 — Escape,  ft. 

It  is  no  ground  for  treating  a  rule 
nisi  for  a  new  trial  as  a  nullity,  that 
it  has  been  obtained  by  a  different  at- 
torney from  the  one  on  the  record, 
without  an  order  to  change  the  attor- 
ney.   Doe  d.  Bloomer  v.  Bransom, 

490 

NUNQUAM  INDEBITATUS. 
See  Plea,  14, 15 — Payic£kt,4. 

OMISSION. 

See  Amendment,  5 — Award,  3,  7 — 
Variance,  5 — Writ  (of  Trial),  3, 
5. 

OMISSION  (IMMATERIAL). 

See  Appidavit  (op  Debt),  10  — 
Ejectment,  13. 

ONUS   PROBANDI. 

See  Arrest  (without  probable 
Cause),  2 — Prisoner,  10. 

ORDER  (ABANDONING). 

Qu6ere,  whether  an  order  which  has 
been  served  can  be  abandoned  by 
mere  notice  to  that  effect,  without 
summons?     fVickensv,  Cox^        693 

OUTLAWRY. 

Where  the  defendant  has  been  resi- 
dent abroad  for  four  years  at  the  time 
of  his  being  outlawed,  and  it  is  only 
sworn,  in  support  of  an  application  to 
reverse  his  outlawry,  without  costs, 
that  the  plaintiff  knew  of  his  being 
abroad,  and  that  a  person  in  London 
received  an  annuity  for  him,  and  who 
could  have  given  information  respect- 
ing him,  the  Court  will  reverse  the 
outlawry  only  on  the  usual  terms. 
Hunter  v.  fVhUfeld,  70 


OYER. 

Oyer  being  craved  of  the  letters 
testamentary,  of  which  profert  is 
made,  the  plaintiff  suing  as  executor, 
the  will  as  well  as  the  letters  testa- 
mentary must  be  set  out,  and  judg- 
ment having  been  signed  by  the  plain- 
tiff by  default,  it  will  be  set  aside  for 
irregularity,  if  the  proper  oyer  has  not 
been  given.     Daley  v.  Mahon^    395 

PARENT  AND  CHILD. 

Where  the  father  has  been  con- 
victed of  felony,  the  Court  will  grant 
a  habeas  corpus,  in  order  to  give  the 
mother  the  custody  of  an  infant*  Ex 
parte  Bailey,  811 

PARTICULARS. 
See  NoN  Pros.,  1 — Payment,  1, 2, 3. 

1.  In  an  action  to  recover  the 
deposit  paid  upon  the  purchase  of  an 
estate,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  a 
particular  of  the  objections  to  the  title 
arising  from  matters  of  fact,  but  not 
those  which  are  matters  of  law. 
Kobson  V.  Rowland,  553 

2,  Assumpsit  for  money  had  and 
received  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiffs 
commenced  in  1827,  and  a  declara- 
tion and  particulars  of  demand  deli- 
vered, but  no  further  step  taken  until 
lSd6,  when  a  term's  notice  was  given, 
and  a  plea  demanded  and  delivered, 
the  Court  subsequently  allowed  the 
particulars  to  be  amended,  it  appear- 
ing that  the  defendant  had  been  in  a 
confidential  situation  in  the  employ- 
ment of  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  their 
first  particulars  were  framed  on  an 
account  delivered  by  him,  which  was 
subsequently  found  to  be  incorrect. 
Staples  V.  HoldswoTth,  715 

d.  In  the  particulars  of  objection 
delivered  under  the  New  Patent  Act, 
the  substantial  objections  roust  be 
stated  in  distinct  and  intelligible  lan- 
guage, and  the  particulars  must  not 


830 


PAYMENT. 


PAYMENT  (COMPULSORY). 


be  confined  to  giving  merely  general 
information.  Fisher  v.  Hewitt,  739 
4.  Under  tbe  New  Patent  Act  (5 
&  6  Will.  4,  c.  83),  the  Court  has 
the  power  to  order  amended  particu- 
lars of  objections  intended  to  be 
urged  by  tbe  defendant  at  the  trial  to 
be  delivered,  but  semble,  that,  when 
the  defendant  has  in  his  first  notice 
alleged  the  invention  to  be  old  at  the 
time  of  granting  the  letters  patent, 
and  to  have  been  used  by  J.  H.  M., 
and  divers  other  person8,  it  cannot 
require  the  names,  addresses,  and 
descriptions  of  the  persons  intended 
to  be  called  at  the  trial.  Bulnoia  v. 
M'Kenzie,  215 

PARTNER. 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  8 — Deed 
(Production  of),  1 — Inferior 
C0URT9  8. 

PATENT  ACT. 
See  Particulars,  3,  4. 

PAUPER. 
See  (Security  for  Costs),  2. 

PAUPER  (REMOVAL  OF). 

A  parish  is  not  "aggrieved,"  within 
the  meaning  of  the  13  &  14  Car.  2, 
c.  12,  s.  2,  notwithstanding  the  4  &  5 
Will.  4,  c.  76,  ss.  79  &  84,  until  the 
actual  removal  of  the  pauper,  and 
therefore  an  appeal  to  the  sessions 
next  after  the  removal  is  sufficiently 
€farly.  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of 
Salop^  28 

PAYEE. 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  9. 

PAYMENT. 
See  Reg.  Gen.  p.  649. 

1  •  In  an  action  for  wages,  the  par- 
ticulars of  demand  admitted  a  pay- 
ment on  account.  The  plaintiff  claim- 


ed for  his  service,  at  the  rate  of  \5s. 
per  week,  but  tbe  jury  found  that  he 
was  entitled  to  7s.  per  week  only,  at 
which  rate,  deducting  tbe  sum  admit- 
ted to  be  paid,  there  was  nothing 
due.  A  verdict  having  been  found 
for  the  defendant,  the  Court  refused 
to  disturb  it,  it  not  having  been  ob« 
jected  at  the  trial  that  the  plaintiflf 
was  entitled  to  nominal  damages, 
there  being  no  plea  of  payment  on 
the  record.     Kenyon  v.  fVakes,    105 

2.  Qticere,  whether  a  payment  ad- 
mitted by  the  particulars  need  be 
pleaded  ?  lb. 

3.  In  an  action  for  use  and  occu- 
pation, the  particulars  claimed  **  bZL 
1 0«.,  being  the  balance  of  one  year's 
rent."  The  defendant  pleaded,  as  to 
all  but  52/.  1 0«.,  non-assumpsit ;  and 
as  to  52/.  10^.,  payment.  Tbe  plain- 
tiff took  issue  upon  tbe  plea  of  non- 
assumpsit,  and  entered  a  nolle  prose- 
qui as  to  the  plea  of  payment*  At 
the  trial,  the  plaintiff  proved  an  oc- 
cupation for  three  half-years,  at  a 
rent  of  105/.  a  year;  the  defendant 
proved  payment  of  all  the  rent: — 
Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  a  verdict  for  nominal  damages — 
the  plea  of  payment  only  going  to 
part  of  the  demand. 

In  such  cases,  the  declaration  should 
either  aver  a  part  payment,  or  state 
the  real  amount  which  the  plaintiff 
seeks  to  recover.  Ntchol  v.  fVilliams, 

167 

4.  To  debt  for  money  lent,  the  de- 
fendant pleaded  nunquam  indebitatus 
to  all  except  5/.,  and  as  to  that  sum  a 
set-off,  for  work  and  labour  and  money 
paid, — Held,  that  upon  these  plead- 
ings the  defendant  could  not  give  evi- 
dence of  the  payment  of  the  plaintiff's 
claim.     Cooper  v,  Morecroft,       562 

PAYMENT  (COMPULSORY). 

A.  committed  an  act  of  bankniptcy 
on  the  9th  September,  and  on  the 
IJth  he  was  arrested  on  process  is- 


PAYMENT  (COMPULSORY). 

sued  in  an  action  commenced  in  the 
Bolton  Court  of  Request!  to  recorer 
420^  on  a  contract  entered  into  on 
the  5ih,  and  punuant  to  which  goods 
were  delivered  on  the  7ih  of  the  same 
month.  He  deposited  the  amount 
itidorsed  on  the  writ  in  the  hands  of 
the  sherifT,  and  it  was  paid  into  court, 
but  without  the  additional  \0l.  for 
costs  (under  the  statutes  43  Geo.  3, 
c.  46,  s.  2,  and  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  71, 
B.  3) ;  and,  on  the  SSrd,  the  plaintiff 
in  the  action  obtained  an  order  for 
the  payment  of  the  money  out  of 
court  to  him,  and  wai  then  informed 
of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  A  fiat  was 
issued  on  the  28th,  and  assignees 
were  appointed ;  and  in  an  action  by 
them  to  recover  back  tbe  4i0l.,  as 
money  had  and  received  to  their  use: 
— Held,  that  the  payment  out  of  court 
was  by  compulsion  of  law,  and  that 
they  were  not  entitled  to  recover. 
ReynoldiY.  Wedd,  788 

PAYMENT  (INTO  COURT). 
See  Rea.  Gem.  p.  648. 

PAYMENT  (PLEA  OF). 
See  Costs,  14  —  DECLAaAiioH,  1  — 

JUOOMEKT    (MON    OBStAHTE    VERE- 
DICTO), 1,3. 

PEERAGE. 
See  Plea,  16, 

PENAL  ACTION. 

i^«  AuBiii>itBHT,  2,  S^-Immueuekt 

(or  Debt  amd  Costs). 

PEREMPTORY  UNDERTAK- 
ING. 

See  Reo.  Gex.  p.  464. 

PETITIONING  CREDITOR'S 
DEBT. 


PILOT  ACT. 

See  COMMITUBNT,  I. 

PLEA. 
Set  Auekdubkt,  I — Atto&rst  (Pbi- 
viLEOK  op),  2 — Costs,  li^Hoti- 
SAi — Issues  (trial  or)— Laches, 
2— Payment,  1,  2,  3— Plea  (is- 
suable)—St  aup,  3. 

1.  To  an  action  of  trespass,  n  plea 
alleging  the  insolvency  of  the  plain- 
liff,  since  the  trespass,  but  before 
action  brought,  and  tiiat  his  estate  is 
vested  in  the  provisional  assignee: — 
Held,  not  sn  issuable  plea  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Judge's  order  to  plead 
issuably.      Wetienhall   v.   Graham, 

746 

2.  A  plea  to  an  action  od  a  bill  of 
exchange,  alleging  that  tbe  bill  was 
obtained  by  duress,  and  that  it  was 
without  consideration,  is  bad  for  du- 
plicity, although  the  latter  defence  is 
badly  pleaded.  Slevenian  v.  Under- 
wood, 737 

3.  To  debt  on  a  promissory  note, 
payable  twelve  months  after  date,  the 
del'endant  pleaded  that  one  J,  W., 
before  and  at  tbe  time  of  his  death, 
was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  a  cer- 
tain sum,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  after 
the  death  of  J.W.,  and  before  the  mak- 
ing of  the  note,  applied  to  the  defend- 
ant for  payment  thereof;  whereupon 
the  defendant,  in  compliance  with  tbe 
said  request,  after  the  death  of  J.  W,, 
for  and  in  respect  of  the  said  debt, 
and  for  no  other  consideration  what- 
ever, tlicD  made  and  delivered  the 
note  to  the  plaintiff:  that  J.  W.  died 
intestate,  and  that,  at  tbe  time  of  tbe 
making  and  delivery  of  tbe  note  as 
aforesaid,  no  administration  had  been 
granted  of  the  estate  and  effects  of 
the  said  J.  W.,  nor  was  there  at  that 
time  any  executor  or  execatrix  of  his 
estate  and  effects,  nor  wai  there  any 
person  liable  at  that  time  for  the  said 
debt  ao  remaining  due  to  tbe  plaintiff 


88t 


PLEA. 


PLEA. 


M  aforenid.  Replicadoiiy  de  inja- 
rti: — Heldy  that  as  tbe  note  primft 
facie  imported  consideration,  the  plea 
was  had,  for  want  of  an  averment 
that  there  were  no  assets.  Serle  v. 
Waterwwrih^  684 

4.  In  an  action  of  assumpsit  for 
money  had  and  received  to  the  plain- 
tiff's use,  the  defendant  cannot,  under 
a  plea  of  the  general  issue,  give  in 
evidence  that  the  money  was  received 
in  respect  of  an  illegal  wager.  Mdrtin 
V.  SmUh,  689 

6.  A  surety  for  the  payment  of  an 
annui^  by  a  party,  is  not  released 
firom  his  liability  by  the  grantor  of 
the  annuity  becoming  insolvent,  and 
being  discharged  under  the  statute 
7  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  and  to  an  action  of 
trespass  for  seizing  and  taking  the 
plaintiiT's  goods,  the  defendant  having 
pleaded  a  justification  under  a  writ  of 
fi.  fa.  issued  uiion  a  judgment  en- 
tered up  on  a  warrant  of  attorney 
given  by  the  plaintiff  jointly  with  the 
grantor,  for  the  payment  of  the 
annuity,  a  replication  alleging  the 
grantor  to  have  been  discharged 
under  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  and 
thht  thereby  *'the  plaintiff  was  dis- 
charged from  his  liability  to  the  de- 
^ndants": — Held^  bad  on  demurrer. 
Hoeken  v.  Brown^  684 

6.  A  plea  of  set-off  must  state  that 
the  plaintiff  "still  is"  indebted  to  the 
defendant.     Dendy  v.  Powell^      577 

7.  To  assumpsit  for  money  paid 
the  defendant  pleaded  as  to  5001,, 
parcel  &c.,  that  he  was  possessed  of  a 
bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  him  upon 
and  accepted  by  C.  M.,  for  payment  of 
600/.  three  years  after  date,  and  there- 
upon, in  consideration  that  defendant 
would  indorse  the  said  bill  to  the 
plaintiflfs,  they  agreed  to  pay  and  lay 
out  for  him  500/.  in  such  sums  as 
he  should  require: — Held  bad,  as 
amounting  to  the  general  issue. 
Maude  v.  Meesham,  570 

8.  In  an  action  on  an  apothecary's 


bill,  it  is  not  necessary  to  plead  that 
the  plaintiff  waa  not  in  practice  prior 
to  or  on  the  5th  of  August,  1 815,  or 
had  not  obtained  his  oerti6cate  pur- 
suant to  the  55  Geo.  8,c.  194,  s.  21. 
Sharpe  v.  Wagitaff,  566 

9.  Where,  in  an  action  by  the  as- 
signee of  a  bankrupt's  estate,  the  de- 
fendant pleads  that  he  was  not  assig- 
nee, the  petitioning  creditor's  debt, 
and  the  validity  of  the  commission, 
are  put  in  issue  by  the  plea.  Butler 
V.  Hchiom,  409 

10.  In  trover  against  a  sheriff^  who 
has  levied  under  a  writ  of  fi.  fii^  if 
the  act  of  conversion  relied  on  is  the 
seiaure  of  the  goods,  the  sheriff  mast 
plead  specially  a  justification  under 
the  writ ;  but  if  the  act  of  conversioQ 
be  the  iale  of  the  goods,  it  seems  he 
may  give  his  defence  in  evidence, 
under  a  plea  denying  tlie  plaintiff's 
right  of  possession.    Samuel  v.  Dnke^ 

586 

1 1.  A  plea  of  the  coverture  of  the 
defendant  is  not  within  the  8th  sec- 
tion of  the  8  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  which 
requires  pleas  in  abatement  for  non- 
joinder to  state  that  the  person  not 
joined  is  resident  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Court,  8rc.  Jome4i  v.  Smith, 

557 

12.  A  plea  of  user  for  three  years 
before  the  plaintiff  became  possessed 
of  his  premises,  is  not  a  sufficient 
answer  to  an  action  on  the  case  for  a 
nuisance  in  carrying  on  the  business 
of  a  candle-maker.  Bliti  v.  Hay,  443 

18.  In  an  action  against  the  sheriff 
for  not  levying  under  a  fi.  fa.,  and 
falsely  returning  nulla  bona,  the  plea 
of  not  guilty  admits  the  judgment,  the 
writ,  the  delivery  of  it  to  the  sheriff, 
that  there  were  goods  in  his  bailiwick, 
and  that  he  had  notice  of  it.  Tlie 
only  matters  of  defence  available  un- 
der that  plea  are,  that  he  did  levy 
within  a  reasonable  time,  and  that  he 
did  not  make  the  return  alleged. 
Lemis  v.  Alcock^  S89 


PLEA. 

14.  The  defence  of  oan-delivery 
of  a  signed  bill,  in  an  action  for  ao 
■Uotney's  bill,  must  be  pleaded  ipe- 
cially,  and  ia  not  aTaUabie  under  nun- 
quam  indebitatiu.  Robtnton  t.  Ro- 
land,  in 

15.  Apleaofnunquamindebitatui 
as  to  all  except  a  certain  aum,  and  a 
tender  of  that  sum, does  not  requires 
rule  to  plead  several  matters.  Archer 
T.  Garrard,  182 

16.  SembU,  that  where  a  p>rtj 
•eeka  to  be  discharged  from  an  arrest, 
on  the  ground  that  he  ia  entitled  to  a 
peerage,  then  the  subject  of  dispute  in 
the  House  of  Iiords,  the  application 
should  be  made  to  tliat  tribunal,  if 
sitting. — Per  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. 
Smart  v.  Johnion,  90 

17.  Inanactionfornmningagainst 
the  jdaintiff'i  carriage,  a  plea  that  the 
damage  was  the  result  of  the  negli- 
gence of  both  parties,  is  bad  in  sub< 
stance,  ai  well  as  form,  for  it  amounts 
to  the  general  issue.  Armitage  v, 
Grand  Jwtction  RaHmay  Comjtany, 

340 

18.  Nil  debet  is  a  good  plea  to  an 
action  on  ihe  2  &  S  Edw.  C,  c.  1 9,  for 
Dot  setting  out  tithes.  T/m  Earl  of 
Spencer  v.  Swannell,  326 

19.  In  an  action  agairst  the  gheriS* 
for  a  falae  return,  the  declaration  al- 
leging a  aeisuie  by  the  sheriff,  tlie  plea 
of  Dot  guilty  only  puts  in  issue  the 
fact  of  the  sheriff  having  the  racmey 
in  his  custody  sod  making  a  false  re- 
turn.    Wright  V.  Lax»*o»,  146 

50.  In  an  action  agsinit  the  sberig' 
for  a  false  return  of  nulla  bona,  the 
defence  being  the  bankruptcy  of  the 
debtor,  the  Court  refused  to  allow  the 
defendant  to  plead  two  pleas,  one 
traversing  the  seiiure  of  the  goods  at 
the  debtor,  and  another  setting  forth 
the  dates  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy  and 
of  the  fist  of  the  defendant  in  the 
origiiwl  action.  lb, 

51.  When  in  an  action  of  trovet 
far  a  lease,  it  appeared  that  the  plain- 


PLEA  (OP  PAYMENT).  6S« 

lifT  had  ddivered  the  indenture  to  a 
person,  in  order  to  raise  money,  and 
that  he  assigned  it  to  the  defendant 
as  a  security  for  money  advanced, 
and  which  has  not  been  paid,  and  tha 
defendant  pleads  not  guilty,  and  that 
the  plaintiffwas  not  possessed  of  the 
indenture  as  of  his  own  property,  tba 
defendant  may  give  theao  facta  in 
evidence,  and  the  plaintiff  will  not  be 
entitled  to  recover.  Oivm  v.  KnigAt, 
X44 

ii.  The  plaintilTin  his  declaration 
■et  out  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  not 
lets  than  5,000,  or  more  than  6,000 
trees,  to  be  taken  up  at  the  proper 
time  of  the  year,  delivered  to  the  de- 
fendant's order,  and  paid  for  on  de- 
livery. He  then  avened  that  he  took 
up  6,000  trees  at  the  proper  time  of 
the  year,  tendered  them  to  the  da- 
fendant,  and  he  refused  to  accept 
ihrtn.  The  defendant  pleaded  that 
the  plaintifTdid  not  properly  take  up, 
or  tender,  or  offer  to  deliver  to  the 
defendant  6,000  trees.  On  special 
demurrer,  it  was  held  that  the  plea 
was  good,  although  it  traversed  the 
number  of  trees  alleged,  that  having 
been  made  material  by  the  plainliff'a 
averment,  but  bad  for  duplicity,  in 
tendering  a  traverse  on  the  taking  up 
and  offer  to  deliver.  Smith  v.  Z>txoii, 
47 
PLEA  (ISSUABLE). 
See  Plu,  1. 

A  plea  of  the  bankruptcy  of  onoof 
the  plaintiRa  since  the  comtnenoe- 
ment  of  the  action,  is  not  an  istvab)* 
plea,  within  the  terma  of  plesdrag 
"  issuahly,"  imposed  on  obtaining 
time  to  plead.  Staplet  v.  HoUt- 
worth,  IM 

PLEA  (OF  PAYMENT). 

Sec  Costs,    14 — DxcbABAiioit,  1-^ 
Judgment  (nok  obstahtb  tkMt 

DICTO),  1,  8. 


8S4         PLEADING,  Bee. 


PRISONER. 


PLEAS  (SEVERAL). 
See  Plea,  20. 

Where  there  are  several  pleas  on 
the  record,  each  plea  must  be  con- 
sidered as  if  it  stood  alone.  There- 
fore, where  in  an  action  of  assumpsit 
the  defendant  by  one  plea  denied  the 
contract,  and  by  another  paid  money 
into  court,  which  the  plaintiff  ac- 
cepted in  satisfaction,  and  the  jury 
found  for  the  defendant  on  the  first 
issue: — Held,  that  the  defendant  was 
entitled  to  retain  the  verdict,  notwith- 
standing the  second  plea  admitted 
the   contract.      Titemlon  v.   Ashey, 

597 

2.  In  action  for  not  accepting  rail- 
way shares,  the  Court  refused  to  al- 
low the  defendant  to  plead  that  the 
contract  was  for  goods,  and  that  there 
was  no  note  in  writing,  together  with 
a  plea  that  it  was  a  contract  for  an 
interest  in  land,  and  no  such  note. 
Sykes  v.  Reeves,  S84 

PLEADING. 
See  Reg.  Gen.  p.  464. 

PLEADING  (ISSUABLE). 
See  Plba,  1 — Pleading  (Time  for). 

PLEADING  (RULES). 

5fe  Judgment,  (nunc  pro  tunc),  1 — 
Similiter,  2. 

PLEADINGS  (STRIKING  OUT). 

Where  the  defendant  has  pleaded 
two  pleas,  on  one  of  which  issue  is 
joined,  and  to  the  other  there  is  a  re- 
plication, and  he  rejoins,  confessing 
the  cause  of  action  on  that  pleading, 
and  the  plaintiff  demurs  to  the  re- 
joinder, but  the  defendant,  instead  of 
joining  in  demurrer,  gives  notice  that 
he  does  not  intend  proceeding  on  his 
second  plea,  the  plaintiff  will  not  be 
entitled  to  judgment  on  the  whole  re- 


cord, but  die  Court  will  grant  a  rule 
for  striking  out  the  pleadings  demur- 
red to.     Hitchcock  ▼.  Walter,      457 

PLEADING  (TIME  FOR). 

See  Plea  (Issuable). 

The  order  for  further  time  to  plead 
upon  the  terms  of  *'  pleading  issuably, 
rejoining  gratis,  fire,"  applies  to  the 
plea  only,  and  not  to  the  subsequent 
proceedings.  Woodman  v.  Goble,  371 

POSSESSION. 
See  Plea,  10. 

POWER. 
See  Warrant  (of  Attorxxt),  2,  S. 

POWER  (OF  ATTORNEY). 
See  Attachment,  5. 

PRiECIPE. 
tSee  Writs  (several). 

PRINCIPAL. 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  1 . 

PRINCIPAL  (AND  SURETY). 
See  Plea,  5 — Set-off. 

PRISONER. 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  1 1 — (Dis- 
charge of),  1,  2  —  Escape,  1,  2 — 
Husband  and  Wife  —  Habeas 
Corpus — Imprisonment  —  Lord's 
Act  —  Lacues,  5,  6  —  Superse- 
deas. 

1.  "Witness,  Henry  King,  attor- 
ney for  the  defendant,  at  his  request,** 
is  a  sufficient  attestation  within  the 
1  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  s.  72. 
Todd  V.  Gompertz,  2U6 

2.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  at- 
torney's declaration,  prescribed  by 
that  rule,  should  be  in  writing.       lb. 


PRISONER. 


PROHIBITION. 


8S5 


3.  A  warrant  of  attorney  to  con- 
fess judgment  ji^eneraUy  of  a  term,  is 
regular,  notwithstanding  Reg.  Gen. 
H.  T.  4  Will.  4,  (Pleading  Rules),  if 
the  judgment  is  signed  on  a  particu- 
lar day  of  term.  296 

4.  The  plaintiff's  attorney  cannot 
attest  such  warrant  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant.  lb. 

5.  In  order  to  entitle  a  defendant 
to  the  benefit  of  1  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T. 
2  Will.  4,  8.  72,  it  is  not  necessary 
that  he  should  swear  in  terms  that  he 
is  a  prisoner  in  custody  on  mesne 
process,  if  it  appears  from  the  state- 
ments in  the  affidavit  that  his  custody 
must  be  on  mesne  process.  JVea^ 
therally.Long,  267 

6.  A  prisoner  in  custody  at  the 
instance  of  one  plaintiff,  is  not  en- 
titled to  the  benefit  of  1  Reg.  Gen, 
H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  s.  72,  in  respect  of  a 
warrant  of  attorney  given  to  another 
plaintiff  while  in  such  custody.       lb. 

7.  It  is  not  a  sufficient  compliance 
with  1  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  s. 
72,  that  an  attorney  should  be  named 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  adopted  by  the 
defendant  in  custody  on  mesne  pro- 
cess, when  executing  a  warrant  of 
attorney.     JVhite  v.  Cameron,      476 

8.  It  is  no  ground  for  calling  upon 
the  Court  to  order  a  warrant  of  at- 
torney to  be  delivered  up  to  be  can- 
celled, that  it  was  not  attested  in  the 
presence  of  a  certificated  attorney, 
the  person  who  acted  on  the  defend- 
ant's behalf  having  described  himself 
as  such,  and  having  been  produced 
by  the  defendant  himself.  Cox  v. 
Cannon^  625 

9.  It  is  no  objection  that  the  at- 
torney acting  for  the  defendant  is  a 
prisoner,  lb. 

10.  If  a  prisoner  seeks  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  1  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  2  Will. 
4,  8.  72,  on  the  ground  of  the  absence 
of  an  attorney  on  behalf  of  the  pri- 
soner, at  the  execution  of  a  warrant 
of  attorney,  it  is  incumbent  on  him 


to  shew  that  be  is  in  custody  on 
mesne  process,  and  it  is  not  necessary 
for  the  plaintiff  to  shew  that  the  de- 
fendant 15  not.  Lewis  v.  OompertZf   7 

PRIVILEGE  (FROM  ARREST). 

See  Discharge  (of  Prisoner),  1 — 
Plea,  16. 

PRIVILEGE  (OF  BARRISTER). 
See  Barrister,  2. 

PROCEDENDO. 

A  Judge  of  an  inferior  court  hat 
no  power  to  receive  a  certiorari, 
unless  issued  within  the  time  limited 
by  the  21  Jac.  c.  23,  s.  2,  and  there- 
fore, where  a  Judge  improperly  al- 
lowed it,  and  the  record  was  duly 
returned  and  filed,  the  Court  never- 
theless awarded  a  procedendo.  Za- 
verackv.  Bill,  111 

PROCEEDINGS  (STAYING). 
See  Reo.  Gen.  p.  647. 

In  an  action  against  the  acceptor 
of  a  bill  of  exchange  the  sheriff  is 
entitled  to  stay  proceedings  com- 
menced against  himself  upon  payment 
of  the  debt  and  costs  in  that  action 
only.     Ball  v.  Blackwood,  589 

PROCESS  (SERVICE  OF). 

In  order  to  entitle  a  defendant  to 
set  aside  a  notice  of  declaration,  on 
the  ground  of  not  being  served  with 
process,  it  is  not  sufficient  for  him  to 
swear  simply  that  he  has  not  been 
served,  although  it  may  appear  by 
other  affidavits  that  the  service  was 
effected  on  another  person.  Giles  v. 
Hemming,  Sit5 

PROHIBITION. 
See  Court  (of  Requests),  6. 

The  Quarter  Sessions  having  al* 
lowed  certain  trustees' accounts,  which 


636  RELATORS  (SEVERAL). 


REPLICATION. 


it  was  suggested  had  not  been  audit- 
ed by  the  parish  auditors  under  the 
general  vestry  act,  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  that  statute,  a  prospec- 
tive prohibition  to  the  Quarter  Ses- 
sions, forbidding  them  to  allow  future 
accounts  under  similar  circumstances, 
was  refused.  Ex  parte  the  Auditors 
of  the  Parish  of  St.  Pancras,       534 

PROMISE. 
See  DsiniERER  (frivolous),  1. 

PROMISSORY  NOTE. 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  9 — De- 
murrer (Special)  —  Plea,  3 — 
Reo.  Gen.  p.  647 — Variance,  2. 

PROPERTY  (SEPARATE). 
See  Husband  and  Wife. 

PROTEST. 
See  Laches,  2 — Writ  (of  Trial),  6. 

PUBLIC  OFFICER. 
See  Mandamus,  £. 

QUARTER  SESSIONS. 

See  Prohibition — Pauper  (Removal 
of). 

QUO  MINUS. 
See  Ejectment,  13. 

QUO  WARRANTO. 

See  Consolidation,  2. 

RECORD. 
See  Amendment,  5. 

RECORD  (PRODUCTION  OF). 
See  Inferior  Court,  1 . 

RELATORS  (SEVERAL). 
See  Consolidation,  2. 


REMOVAL  OF  PAUPER. 
See  Pauper  (Removal  of). 

RENDER. 
See  Supersedeas,  1. 

RENT. 

Although,  in  an  indenture  by  which 
premises  are  demised  by  the  plaintiff 
to  one  A.  C,  by  whom  they  are  as- 
signed to  the  defendant,  it  is  provided 
that,  in  the  event  of  there  being  rent 
in  arrear,  the  plaintiff  shall  re-enter, 
*'  as  if  the  indenture  had  never  been 
made,"  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  re- 
cover in  an  action  of  covenant  for  the 
rent  reserved,  which  accrued  before 
the  re-entry.    Hartskome  v.  Waison, 

404 

REPLEVIN. 
See  Varlance,  4. 

REPLICATION. 

See  Attorney  (Privilege  op),  S — 
Counts  (Striking  out),  S — Holi- 
day— Inferior  Court,  4 — Non 
Pros.,  S — Plea,  3. 

1 .  In  assumpsit  by  indorsee  against 
acceptor,  the  defendant  pleaded  a  plea 
which  was  bad  for  duplicity.  The 
plaintiff  replied  de  injurii.  On  de- 
murrer, the  replication  was  held  to  be 
good.     Reynolds  v.  Blackburn^      19 

2.  Where  the  replication  de  injuria 
is  inadmissible,  the  objection  can  only 
be  taken  on  special  demurrer.  Par-- 
her  V.  Riley,  375 

S,  To  an  action  for  work  done  by 
the  plaintiff's  testator  as  an  attorney 
and  solicitor,  the  defendant  pleaded 
that  the  work  was  done  by  one  R.  S. 
in  the  name  of  the  testator;  that 
R.  S.  was  not  qualified  to  act  as  an 
attorney ;  and  that  the  testator,  know- 
ing him  to  be  unqualified,  permitted 
him  to  use  his  name : — Held,  that  the 
replication  de  injuria  was  bad.       Ih, 


REPLICATION. 


REVOCATION. 


ssr 


4.  SemhlCf  that  the  plaintifF  cannot, 
by  his  reph'cation  to  a  plea  of  "  mu- 
tual credit/'  put  in  issue  the  credit 
given  by  the  defendant  to  the  bank- 
rupt, the  debt  due  from  the  bankrupt 
to  the  defendant,  and  also  the  credit 
given  by  the  bankrupt  to  the  defend- 
ant. Hulme  V.  Muggleston^  112 
6 .  To  indebitatus  assumpsit  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered,  and  on  an  account 
stated,  the  defendant  pleaded  as  to 
18f.  6<i.,  parcel,  that  they  were  sold 
on  a  Sunday,  in  the  way  of  the  plain- 
tiff's trade  and  business.  Replication, 
that  although  the  goods  were  sold  at 
the  time,  and  in  the  manner  stated, 
still  that  the  defendant  kept  and  de- 
tained the  same  without  offering  to 
return  them,  whereby  he  became  liable 
to  pay  for  them  on  a  quantum  vale- 
bant. On  demurrer  to  the  replica- 
tion, it  was  held  bad,  on  the  ground 
that  it  ought  to  have  shewn  a  new 
promise  to  pay  after  the  retaining  of 
the  goods  by  the  defendant.  Simpson 
V.  NicholU^  S55 

6.  De  injuria  is  a  good  replication 
on  general  demurrer  to  a  plea,  in 
an  action  on  a  cheque,  that  it  was 
given  for  a  gambling  debt.  Curtis  v. 
Headfort,  496 

7.  Assumpsit,  by  indorsee  against 
acceptor  of  two  bills  of  exchange. 
Plea,  that  at  the  time  of  accepting  the 
bills,  the  defendant  was  indebted  to 
J.  M.  (the  drawer),  and  that  the  bills 
were  accepted  in  respect  of  parcel  of 
the  said  debt:  that  before  the  bills 
became  due,  he  (the  defendant)  was 
indebted  to  other  persons,  and,  being 
embarrassed  in  his  circumstances,  by 
an  instrument  in  writing  between 
J.  M.,  the  other  persons,  and  defend- 
ant, after  reciting  that  a  proposal  had 
been  made  that  the  defendant  should 
pay  his  creditors  a  composition  of  7s* 
in  the  pound,  they,  the  said  creditors, 
promised  and  agreed  to  and  with  the 
defendant,  that  aAer  payment  of  the 
said  composition,  they  would  not  sue, 

VOL.  TI. 


arrest,  &c.,  the  defendant  for  any 
debts  then  due  to  them  from  him,  and 
that  in  case  they  should  act  contrary 
thereto  tliat  instrument  might  be 
pleaded  in  bar  to  any  action.  The 
plea  then  averred  payment  of  the  com- 
position, and  that  J.  M.  paid  to  the 
plaintiff  divers  sums  of  money  suffi- 
cient to  discharge  and  satisfy  all  con- 
sideration whatsoever  in  respect  of 
the  indorsement  of  the  said  bills,  and 
all  sums  of  money  due  from  J.  M.  to 
the  plaintiffs  on  the  bills,  and  all 
claims  and  demands  of  the  plaintiff  in 
respect  of  the  said  bills.  Replication 
de  injuria : — Held,  that  the  plea  was 
in  effect  in  accord  and  satisfaction, 
and  not  in  excuse,  and  therefore 
that  the  replication  de  injuria  was 
bad  on  special  demurrer.  Jones  v. 
Senior,  701 

REPUTED  OWNERSHIP. 

Where,  after  a  commission  of 
bankruptcy,  the  bankrupt  is  allowed 
to  remain  in  possession  of  newly 
acquired  property  as  reputed  owner, 
with  the  consent  of  the  assignee,  the 
goods  are  liable  to  be  seized  by  the 
assignees  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
Court,  the  bankrupt  becoming  sub- 
sequently insolvent.  Butler  v.  Hob^ 
son,  409 

RESTITUTION  (WRIT  OF). 
See  Ejectment,  269  27. 

REVERSION. 
See  Venue. 

REVERSIONARY  INTEREST. 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  6. 

REVISING  BARRISTER. 
See  Court  of  Requests,  5. 

REVOCATION. 
See  Award,  4. 


E  X  K 


D.  t,  G. 


S88         SCIRE  FAaAS. 

RULE  (TO  COMPUTE). 

See  CouHTS  (Stbikiro  oot),  2. 

RULE  (OF  COURT). 
Set  Reo.  Gev.  p.  394. 

RULE  (ENLARGEMENT  OF). 
See  Award,  S. 

RULE  (TO  PLEAD). 
It  is  not  irregulnr  to  enter  a  rule 
to  plesd  before  service  of  notice  of 
declaration,  provided  the  notice  of 
decUimtion  be  served  on  the  tome  day. 
jfitwum  V.  Cotmay,  76 

RULE  (REVIVING). 
Where  a  defendant  resides  such  a 
distance  from  town  that  he  canoot  be 
•erved  before  the  day  for  shewing 
cause,  and  the  term  expires  on  the 
day  af^r  that  day,  tbe  rule  may  be 
revived  in  the  next  lerm.  R<mhottom 
T.  Raifk$,  291 

RULE  (SERVICE  OF). 
See  Attachment,  4>. 
Where  i  copy  of  a  rule  nisi  haa 
been  sent  in  a  letter  by  post  to  a  de- 
fendant resident  in  the  country,  toge- 
ther with  the  original  rule,  and  the 
latter  is  received  back,  indorsed,  "re- 
ceived a  copy  of  the  within  rale,"  and 
that  indorsetnent  is  signed  by  the  de- 
fendant, it  will  be  deemed  sufficient 
service.     Smith  v.  Campbell,        78S 

SALE. 
See  Plsa,  10. 

SCIRE  FACIAS. 

Ste  Debt,  S — E/ecthekt,  26. 

1.  Where  judgment  is  sought  to 
be  signed  on  a  writ  of  sci.  fa.  against 
country  bail,  notice  must,  since  1  Reg. 
Gen.  H.  T.  2  Will,  4,  s.  81,  be  served 


SECURITY  FOR  COSTS. 

upon  them,  or  Mmething  eqnindentto 
notice  done.    Sounder  torn  v.  Brom»,  9 

2.  Noticeof  a  sci,  fa,  returnable  on 
the  19th,  and  served  on  the  18ih,  two 
days'  post  from  London,  on  country 
b)ul,arenderonthe24thisintin)e.  /i. 

9.  Sembk,  that  where  notice  of  a 
•ci.  fa.  is  served  on  country  bail  b»- 
fore  the  return  day  of  the  writ,  the 
bail  have,  pursuant  to  the  above  rule, 
eight  days  from  the  return  day  to 
render  their  principal.  lb. 

SECONDARY  EVIDENCE. 

i^ee  iKFEktoR  CouxT,  5. 

SECURITY  FOR  COSTS. 

iS^ee  Amendment,  3 — Attokket(Uk- 

DERTAKtKO  OF). 

1.  Three  days' notice  to  tbe  plain- 
tiff's  attorney  of  an  intention  to  move 
the  Court  that  the  plaintiff  give  secu- 
rity for  costs,  ia  not  eqaivident  to  a 
demand  and  refusal,  utd  the  Court 
will  not  grant  a  rule  upon  wch  a 
notice.     Hwtley  v.  Bvlner,  633 

2.  If  an  infant  lessor  in  ejectuieat 
is  a  pauper,  tbe  Court  will  icquire 
him  to  Bad  some  person  to  be  aecntity 
for  tbe  defendant's  coats.  Dma  d. 
Robertt  v.  Robertt,  U6 

9.  Where,  after  joinder  in  denwuier 
to  the  declaration  in  April,  the  plsin- 
tiffbecomes  bankrupt  in  June,  but  in 
September  fhtaini  his  certificate,  the 
Court  will  not  compel  luaa  to  give 
security  for  coata  in  MictiMlmaaTerni, 
tbe  assignees  refusing  to  interfere  in 
tbe  action.   Baekhem  v.  Kniglu,   227 

4.  In  order  to  obtain  a  nile  for 
sectirity  for  costs,  on  the  groiuod  of 
the  plaintiff  residing  out  of  the  juria- 
dicdoti,  it  must  be  positive^  awbm 
that  be  ia  so  raaden^  and  "  belief" 
(o  that  efiect  is  insufficieot.  Sandsmt. 
Hohler,  274 

5.  If  an  independent  &i«ign  sove- 
reign seeks  to  enforce  tlie  per&cmanoc 
of  a  commenial  eoatiaei  ia  ths  £19- 


SEVERAL  PLEAS. 


SIMILITER. 
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lish  Courts,  he  will  be  liable  to  give 
security  for  costs.  Oiho,  King  of 
Greece  v.  Wright^  12 

6.  The  defendant  is  not  too  late  in 
his  application,  if  lie  applies  promptly 
after  the  delivery  of  a  materially 
amended  declaration,  although  he  has 
pleaded  to  tlieort^tiia/declaration.  76. 

7.  SemblCf  if  the  defendant  does 
not  require  a  stay  of  proceedings,  it 
is  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew 
that  the  defendant  has  not  applied  to 
the  former  for  security  previous  to 
obtaining  the  rule.  lb. 

SEIZURE. 
See  Plea,  10. 

SEPARATE  PROPERTY. 
See  Husband  and  Wirs. 

SET-OFF. 

See  "PisEAf  6. 

A  plaintiff  having  given  a  guaran- 
tee for  the  payment  of  1,600/.,  and 
any  other  sums  which  might  be  ad- 
vanced to  his  son  by  the  defendant, 
a  claim  in  respect  of  money  so  ad- 
vanced on  the  guarantee,  is  not  the 
subject  of  a  set-off  to  a  declaration 
for  money  had  and  received,  and  on 
an  account  stated.     Morley  v.  IngliSf 

02 

SETTING  ASIDE  PROCEED- 

INGS. 

Ste  Process  .Service  of). 

SEVERAL  DEFENDANTS. 
See  Consolidation,  2. 

SEVERAL  MATTERS  (RULE 
TO  PLEAD). 

See  Plea,  15. 

SEVERAL  PLEAS. 
See  Plka,  20. 


SEVERAL  RELATORS. 
See  Consolidation,  2. 

SHERIFF. 

See  Arrest  (Irregular).  —  At- 
tachment, 2,3,  5,  8,10 — Bill  (of 
Exceptions),  U — Declaration,  3, 
5 — Deposit  (in  Lieu  of  Bail),  2 
— Execution — Escape,  1,  2 — In- 
terpleader, 3,  4 — Laches,  6 — 
Plea,  10,  13,  19  —  Slander  — 
Trespass,  3,  4 — Trial  (Notice 
of),  1 — Variance,  1. 

SHORT    (NOTICE  OF  TRIAL). 

See  Time  (for  Pleading) — ^Trial 
(Notice  of),  1, 

SICKNESS. 
See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  11. 

SIMILITER. 
See  Holiday. 

1.  The  rule  of  H.  T.  4  Will  4, 
which  requires  every  pleading  to  be 
dated,  does  not  apply  to  a  similiter 
added  by  one  party  for  the  other. 
Shackel  v.  Ranger ^  562 

2.  It  is  no  objection  to  a  verdict 
that  no  similiter  has  been  added,  if 
there  is  an  *'  &c."  at  the  end  of  the 
replication.     Handford  v.  Handford^ 

473 

3.  The  omission  of  a  formal  simili- 
ter is  sufficently  supplied  by  an  "&c.," 
although  the  omission  is  in  the  issue 
itself.     Brook  v.  Finck,  313 

4.  Semhle,  that  the  rule  of  1  Reg. 
Gen.  H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  s.  65,  as  to 
motions  in  arrest  of  judgment,  only 
applies  to  trials  in  term.  Ih. 

5.  Where  a  replicauoa  traversed 
the  facts  contained  in  the  plea,  and 
concluded  to  the  couiitry,  but  without 
an  "  &c.,"  and  no  similiter  was 
added: — Held,  that  the  omission 
might  be  considered  as  a  misprision 
of  the  clerk,   and  amendable  after 

K  K  K  2 


8iO        SPECIAL  JURY. 


SUBPCENA. 


verdict,  judgment,  and  writ  of  error 
brought.     Siboni  v.  Kirkman^        98 

SLANDER. 

See  Criminal  Information. 

Where,  on  the  execution  of  a  writ 
of  inquiry,  in  an  action  for  slander, 
the  jury  are  incorrectly  informed  by 
the  under-sheriff  t!iat  any  amount  of 
damages  will  carry  costs,  and  they 
find  for  less  than  40^.,  that  is  no 
ground  for  a  new  writ  of  inquiry,  or 
for  increasing  the  amount  of  the 
verdict.     Grater  v.  Collard^         503 

SLAVERY. 

The  rule  for  filing  a  certificate 
and  signed  taxation  pursuant  to  the 
6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  5,  s.  10,  is  nisi  in 
the  first  instance*  Maynard  v.  L€ick' 
ingtoHf  1 

SMALL  DEBTOR. 

1.  A  defendant  is  entitled  to  his 
discharge  under  the  48  Geo.  3,  c. 
123,  although  he  may  have  been 
brought  up  under  the  Lords'  Act, 
and  claimed  his  sixty  days,  which 
period  is  unexpired.  Venner  v.  Oxen- 
ham^  766 

2.  A  defendant  who  has  given  a 
cognovit  for  debt  and  costs  exceeding 
20/.  is  entitled  to  his  discharge  under 
the  48  Geo.  3,  c.  123,  if  the  original 
debt  were  under  20/.  Jlalhbone  v. 
FowUr,  81 

SOLICITOR     (UNDERTAKING 

OF). 

The  Court  will  not  summarily  en- 
force an  undertaking  given  by  an  at- 
torney who  is  also  a  solicitor,  in  a 
suit  in  Chancery.    In  re  Garland,  512 

SPECIAL  JURY. 
See  Costs,  8 — Reg.  Gen.  p.  394. 


SPECIAL  VENIRE. 
See  Debt,  4. 

STAMP. 

1.  The  objection  that  a  cheque  is 
post-dated,  and  therefore  requiring  a 
stamp,  is  not  too  late  after  it  has  been 
read  without  objection.  Field  v. 
Woods,  23 

2.  If  unstamped,  it  cannot  be  used 
in  evidence.  lb, 

3.  It  is  not  necessary  to  plead  spe- 
cially the  fact  of  the  post-dating.  lb, 

STAY  (OF  PROCEEDINGS). 

See  Costs,  6 — Deposit  (ik  Lieu  of 
Bail),  1 — Non  pros,  1. 

1.  On  an  application  under  the  7 
Geo.  2,  c.  20,  8. 1,  the  mortgagor  suf- 
ficiently shews  himself  to  have  become 
the  defendant  in  the  action  of  eject- 
ment, by  swearing  "  that  he  had  en- 
tered the  usual  appearance,"  without 
proceeding  to  state  that  he  liad  enter- 
ed into  the  consent  rule.  Doe  d.Cox 
1,  Brown  f  471 

2.  A  stay  of  proceedings  cannot  be 
incorporated  in  a  rule  nisi  for  costs  of 
the  day  for  not  proceeding  to  trial, 
Eagar  v.  CutthiU,  125 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 
See  Pleas  (Seveeal),  2. 

STET  PROCESSUS. 

See  Judgment  (as  in  case  of  a  Non- 
suit), 4. 

STRANGER. 

See  Costs,  16 — Deed  (Pkoduction 

of),  2. 

SUBPOENA. 

See  Attorney,  5^— Deed  (Produc* 
TioN  of),  1 — Witness,  2. 


SUPERSEDEAS. 


TAXATION. 
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SUMMONS. 

See  Court  of  Requests,  3 — Indors- 
MENT  (of  Debt  and  Costs) — 
Laches,  7 — Writ  (of  Trial),  5. 

1 .  If  the  service  of  a  writ  of  sum- 
mons is  irregular,  a  rule  to  set  aside 
both  service  and  copy  of  the  writ  does 
not  require  too  much.  Argent  v. 
Reynolds,  480 

2.  Where  a  copy  of  a  writ  of 
summons  commenced  **  William  the 
Fourth,"  instead  of  **  Victoria,"  the 
Court  set  aside  the  service.  Drury 
y,  Davenport,  JG<J 

3.  Semble,  that  the  proper  means 
of  taking  advantage  of  an  error  in  the 
recital  of  the  date  of  the  writ  of  sum- 
mons in  the  writ  of  trial,  is  to  apply 
to  the  Court  to  amend  the  record  at 
the  cost  of  the  plaintiff.  Percival  v. 
Conneli,  68 

SUNDAY. 

See  Replication,  5 — Time  (Compu* 
TATioN  of),  2. 

SUPERSEDEAS. 

1.  Where  the  trial  took  place  at 
the  sittings  after  Trinity  Term,  final 
judgment  in  Michaelmas  Term,  and 
in  the  following  vacation,  the  defend- 
ant rendered  in  discharge  of  his  bail : 
— Heldf  that  by  the  rule  of  this  Court 
(Exchequer)  of  T.  T.  26  &  27  Geo.  2, 
the  defendant  should  be  charged  in 
execution  in  Hilary  Term.  Baxter 
V.  Bailey,  559 

2.  When  an  action  against  a  pri- 
soner is  tried  in  vacation,  the  plaintiff 
must  charge  him  in  execution  before 
the  end  of  the  following  term. 
Fovlkes  V.  Burgess,  1 09 

3.  When  a  prisoner  prevents  a 
plaintiff  from  declaring  in  due  time, 
by  reason  of  an  order  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery,  that  is  not  a  case  re- 
quiring notice  within  the  rule  of  H.  T. 
2  Will.  4,  8.  87.     Levfis  v.  Gomperts, 

124 


SURETY  AND  PRINCIPAL. 
See  Plea,  5. 

SURVEYOR. 

See  Affidavit  (of  Dbbt),  6. 

SURVIVOR. 

See  Warrant  (of  Attorney),  8. 

TAXATION. 

See   Arbitration,    1  —  Costs,   7— 
Waiver,  1. 

1.  Where  a  party  applies  for  a 
review  of  the  taxation  of  costs  and 
the  taxation  is  referred  back  to  the 
Master,  he  is  not  entitled  to  the  costs 
of  the  rule  upon  which  the  review  is 
sought  for  and  obtained.  Parsons 
V.  Pitcher,  600 

2.  Notice  of  taxation,  given  before 
nine  o'clock  in  the  evening,  for  twelve 
o'clock  on  the  following  day,  is  a 
good  day's  notice  within  the  rule  of 
T.  T.  1  Will.  4.   Edmunds  v.  Cates, 

667 
S.  Where  an  action  has  been 
brought  for  a  bill  of  costs  for  busi- 
ness done  in  prosecuting  a  felon  at 
the  Central  Criminal  Court,  a  Judge 
at  chambers  has  the  power  to  make 
an  order  to  refer  the  bill  to  the 
Master  for  taxation.  Curling  v. 
Sedger,  759 

4.  Where  it  appeared  by  an  attor- 
ney's account  that  he  had  paid  151, 
5s,  for  discontinuance  of  an  action, 
and  he  had  also  done  other  business 
for  the  plaintiff  which  was  not  taxable, 
the  Court  refused  to  compel  him  to 
deliver  a  signed  bill,  he  having  sworn 
that  he  had  not  made,  and  did  not 
intend  to  make  any  charge  in  respect 
of  the  action. 

Quwre,  whether  costs  paid  by  an 
attorney  for  his  client,  on  discontinue 
ance  of  an  action,  is  a  taxable  item  ? 
Sparrow  V.  Jones,  554 

5.  Where,  on  reference  of  an  uttor- 


84» 


TAXATION. 


TIME  (COMPUTATION  O  F) 


nej's  bill  to  taxation,  the  parties 
agree  to  waive  the  delivery  of  a 
signed  bill,  prima  facie  tliey  waive 
the  operation  of  the  2  Geo.  2,  c.  23, 
as  to  payment  of  the  costs  of  taxation. 
Gerrard  v.  Arnold,  S36 

6.  The  rule  of  the  Exchequer, 
requiring  the  delivery  of  a  bill  of 
costs  previously  to  taxation,  does  not 
apply  to  cases  in  which  the  defendant 
has  not  appeared.  Burch  v.  Pointer, 

387 

7.  If,  in  a  short  cause,  an  attorney 
wilfully  makes  a  charge,  however 
small,  to  which  he  is  not  entitled,  the 
Court  will  not  allow  him  the  costs  of 
taxation,  though  less  than  one-sixth 
it  taken  o£f.  Holdemess  v.  Bark- 
with,  S92 

8.  Where,  in  an  action  on  a  bill  of 
costs,  a  verdict  is  taken  by  consent 
for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  tax- 
ation of  the  bill  within  the  first  five 
days  of  the  next  subsequent  term, 
and  the  defendant  omits  to  adopt 
measures  to  procure  the  taxation  of 
the  bill,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  sign 
judgment  in  the  ordinary  way,  and 
to  tax  his  bill  of  costs  in  the  action. 
Tucker  v.  Neck,  23 1 

9.  A  writ  of  inquiry  in  an  action 
of  covenant  for  unliquidated  damages 
is  within  the  Directions  to  Taxing 
Officers  of  H.  T.  4  Will.  4,  prescrib- 
ing a  reduced  scale  of  taxation. 
Croft  V.  Miller,  73 

10.  A  judgment  on  demurrer  is 
not  within  the  rule  of  the  Exchequer, 
which  requires  a  copy  of  the  bill  of 
costs  and  affidavit  oi  increase  to  be 
delivered  to  the  opposite  party  at  the 
time  of  service  oi  notice  of  taxation. 
Taylor  v.  Murray,  80 

11.  An  omission  to  comply  with 
the  above  rule  is  no  ground  of  setting 
aside  the  judgment  and  execution, 
but  only  of  reviewing  the  taxation  of 
costs.  lb. 

12.  Where  a  cognovit  is  given, 
with  liberty,  in  case  of  default  in  pay- 


ment of  the  debt  and  costs,  to  enter 
up  judgment  for  debt  and  costs,  it  is 
irregular  to  sign  judgment  before  the 
costs  are  taxed,  unless  the  plaintiff 
means  to  waive  his  right  to  costs,  in 
which  case  he  should  give  the  defend* 
ant  notice  of  such  intention.  Booth 
v.  Lady  Hyde  Parker,  87 

13.  Assumpsit  referred  to  arbitra- 
tion without  a  verdict  being  taken, 
and  the  arbitrator  awarded  a  sum  less 
than  20^. : — Held,  that  this  was  a  sum 
"recovered"  within  the  meaning  of 
the  "  Directions  to  Taxing  Officers," 
and  that  the  costs  were  to  be  taxed 
upon  the  lower  scale.  fVallen  ▼. 
Smith,  103 

TAXES. 
See  Debt,  3. 

TENDER. 
See  Costs,  7,  10 — Plba,  15. 

TERM. 

See  Attorney  (Admission  op),  2 — 
Ejectment,  7 — Lords*  Act — Pri- 
soner, 3 — Supersedeas,  2. 

TESTE. 
See  Habeas  Corpus. 

TIME. 

See  Demurrer  (Frivolous),  1 — 
Judgment  (Arrest  of)  —  Reo. 
Gem.  p.  464. 

TIME  (COMPUTATION  OF). 

1.  In  computing  the  time  of  credit 
on  a  mercantile  contract,  the  day  on 
which  the  contract  was  made  is  to  be 
excluded  from  the  reckoning.  fVebb 
V.  Fairmaner,  549 

2,  When  a  declaration  is  delivered 
on  Saturday,  the  Sunday  immediately 
following  is  reckoned  in  the  computa- 
tion of  time.     Shoebridge  v.  /nrtii, 
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TRESPASS* 
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TIME  (FOR  PLEADING). 

On  the  5th  September,  the  defend- 
ant obtained  a  month's  further  time 
to  plead,  taking  short  notice  of  trial 
for  the  first  sittings  in  term : — Held^ 
that,  nevertheless,  the  enlarged  time 
did  not  commence  until  after  the 
£4th  October.  Le  Fevre  v.  Moli- 
neauXf  153 

TITHES. 
See  Plba,  18. 

TITLE. 

See  Costs,  13  —  Declaratioic,  ft  — 
Particulars,  1. 

TRANSLATION. 
See  Fines  and  Recoveries,  2. 

TRESPASS. 

See  Costs,  3, 5,  1 1, 13— Plea,  1. 

1 .  Trespass  will  not  lie  against  a 
party  who  lays  a  complaint  before  a 
magistrate  on  a  subject-matter  over 
which  he  haa  a  general  jurisdiction, 
and  the  magistrate  thereupon  grants 
a  warrant,  although  the  particular 
case  is  one  in  which  the  magistrates 
had  no  jurisdiction.  West  v.  Small* 
wood,  5  SO 

2.  Trespass  will  lie  against  hus- 
band and  wife  for  their  joint  act. 
Vine  V.  Saunders,  233 

3.  Trespass  for  false  imprisonment. 
The  defendant,  as  sheriff,  justified  un- 
der an  attachment  out  of  Chancery 
for  a  contempt,  and  alleged  that  no 
order  for  the  plaintiff's  discharge  had 
been  made,  and  no  ha.  cor.  sued  out. 
Replication,  that  plaintiff  had  been 
kept  in  custody  for  more  than  thirty 
days  without  being  brought  up  to  the 
Court,  and  without  being  cleared  of 
the  contempt;  that  therefore  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  dis- 
charge the  plaintiff,  pursuant  to  11 


Geo.  4  and  1  Will.  4,  c.  36,  t.  15, 

rule  5,  but  that  defendant,  though 
requested,  would  not: — Held,  that, 
on  the  face  of  these  pleadings,  nothing 
shewed  the  defendant  to  be  a  tres- 
passer ab  initio.  Smithy, Eggington, 38 

4.  Semble,  that  in  such  a  case  tres^ 
pass  is  not  maintainable  against  the 
sheriff.  lb. 

5.  Semble,  that  c(ue  coidd  not  be 
maintained  without  notice  to  the 
sheriff  for  what  contempt  the  pri- 
soner was  in  custody,  because  the 
rule  in  question  does  not  apply  to  all 
contempts.  76. 

TRIAL. 

See  Costs,  2,  17 — Juogmbmt  (Ar^ 

REST  of). 

The  Court  will  not  compel  a  de- 
fendant to  submit  to  terms  as  to  the 
time  of  proceeding  to  trial,  although 
he  may  be  the  only  defendant  who 
has  entered  into  the  proper  recogni- 
sances, and  great  delay  may  be  the 
result  of  not  so  interfering.  The 
King  V.  Hunt,  5 

TRIAL  (NOTICE  OF). 

See  Discontinuance  —  Notice   (o» 
Trial) — Time  (for  Pleading). 

1 .  The  rule  which  requires  a  plain- 
tiff, having  permission  to  give  short 
notice  of  trial  for  a  particular  sittings, 
to  try  at  those  sittings,  or  give  full 
notice,  applies  equally  to  the  case  of 
a  trial  before  the  sheriff.  Dignam 
V.  Mostyn^  547 

2.  The  retaining  an  irregular  no- 
tice of  trial,  is  not  a  waiver  of  the 
irregularity.  76. 

TRIAL  (BY  PROVISO). 

The  plaintiff  having  sued  under  a 
contract  for  the  purchase  of  books, 
and  the  defendant,  before  the  trial  of 
the  action,  having  become  a  bank- 
rupt, the  plaintiff  proved  the  price  of 
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the  books  under  the  fiat;  but  the 
defendant  having  obtained  his  certifi- 
cate, was  held  to  be  still  entitled  to 
proceed  to  trial  by  proviso.  JVhit^ 
taker  v.  Masofif  4S9 

TRIAL  (BY  RECORD). 
See  Variance,  1. 

TROVER. 
See  Affidavit,  I— Plea,  10,  21. 

TRUSTEES  (ACCOUNTS  OF). 
See  Prohibition. 

UNDEFENDED  CAUSE. 

If  a  cause  is  brought  on  pur- 
suant to  notice  of  trial  in  its  turn  at 
the  last  sittings  in  term,  when  the 
Marshal's  notice  announces  that  none 
but  undefended  causes  will  be  then 
taken,  the  defendant  must,  in  order 
to  prevent  the  case  from  being  tried 
as  an  undefended  cause,  either  in- 
struct counsel  to  appear  and  say  it  is 
defended,  or  give  notice  to  the  plain- 
tiff* that  it  is  a  defended  cause.  Bland 
V.  Warren^  21 

UNLIQUIDATED  DAMAGES. 

5'ec  Interpleader,  1 — Taxation,  9. 

USE  AND  OCCUPATION. 

See  Venue. 

USER. 
See  Plea,  12. 

VACATION. 

See  Attorney  (Admission  of),  2 
—  Ejectment,  7  —  Holiday,  — 
Laches,  ft — Lords'  Act — Reg. 
Gen.  p.  394 — Supersedeas,  1,  2 
— Time  (for  Pleading). 


VARIANCE. 

See  Local  Court — Laches,  1. 

1 .  In  an  action  for  a  false  return, 
the  declaration  bore  date  Idth  July, 
1837,  Victoria  having  then  acceded 
to  the  throne,  and  alleged  the  re- 
covery of  a  judgment  in  the  K.  B. 
in  the  7th  year  of  the  reign  of  the 
late  king,  as  appeared  by  the  record 
"  still  remaining  in  the  said  Court  of 
our  said  lord  the  king,  before  the 
king  himself."  On  motion  for  judg- 
ment on  production  of  the  record : — 
Heldf  no  variance.    Lewis  v.  Atcock, 

78 

2.  Where  an  affidavit  to  hold  to  bail 
stated  the  defendant  to  be  indebted 
upon  a  promissory  note  drawn  by 
him,  payable  to  T.  F.,  and  by  T.  F. 
indorsed  to  the  plaintiff;  and  it  ap- 
peared by  the  declaration  that  there 
was  an  intermediate  indorser : — Held, 
not  to  be  such  a  variance  as  to  dis- 
charge the  bail.     Luce  v.  Irwin,     9Z 

3.  A  variance  between  the  issue 
and  the  writ  of  trial  may  be  amended 
at  any  time.     Farwig  v.  Cockerton, 

337 

4.  Where,  in  replevin,  the  defend- 
ant avowed  for  three  quarters  of  a 
year's  rent  under  a  holding  from  him, 
and  at  the  trial,  the  principal  question 
was  whether  the  rent  was  115/.  or 
100/.,  and  whether  it  was  quarterly 
or  half  yearly,  and  the  jury  found  that 
it  was  115/.,  and  that  it  was  half- 
yearly,  and  that  finding  was  entered 
on  the  record,  the  Court  allowed  the 
avowry  to  be  amended  under  the  3  & 
4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  8.  24,  although  the 
plaintiff  gave  notice  of  his  intention 
to  oppose  any  amendment,  and  to 
rely  on  the  variance.  Gaylor  v.  Far^ 
rant,  426 

5.  In  an  action  of  debt  the  defendant 
pleaded  several  pleas,  to  one  of  which 
the  plaintiff  demurred,  and  issue  was 
joined  on  the  others.  The  plaintiff 
gave  notice  of  trial  before  the  shenff, 
and  that  the  jury  would  then  assess 
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the  damages  on  the  demurrer.  The 
award  of  venire  contained  in  the  issue 
was  "  as  well  to  try  the  issues  joined 
as  to  inquire  what  damages  the  plain- 
tiff hath  sustained  by  occasion  of  the 
premises  whereof  the  parties  have  put 
themselves  upon  the  judgment  of  the 
Court,  if  judgment  should  happen  to 
be  given  for  the  plaintiff,"  These 
words  were  omitted  in  the  writ  of 
trial,  and  the  plaintiff  gave  the  defend- 
ant notice  that  he  did  not  mean  to 
assess  the  damages : — Heldf  that  the 
variance  was  immaterial.  Hiam  v. 
Smith,  710 

VENIRE. 

See  Variance,  5. 

VENIRE  (DE  NOVO), 

1.  Where  a  declaration  contains  a 
bad  and  a  good  count,  and  there  is  a 
general  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  the 
Court  will  not  arrest  the  judgment, 
but  will  award  a  venire  de  novo. 
A  trey  v.  Fearnsides,  65  4s 

2.  A  venire  de  novo  cannot  be 
awarded  where  general  damages  are 
assessed  upon  a  declaration  containing 
a  misjoinder  of  counts.  Comer  v. 
Shotvet  688 

3.  After  a  rule  for  arresting  the 
judgment  was  disposed  of,  but  in  the 
same  term,  the  plaintiff  moved  for  a 
venire  de  novo: — HeU  that  the  ap- 
plication was  not  too  late.  lb, 

VENIRE  (SPECIAL). 
See  Debt,  4. 

VENUE. 

See  Affidavit,  2 — Barrister,  1. 

Qucere,  as  to  whether  an  action  for 
use  and  occupation,  by  the  assignee 
of  the  reversion  against  lessee  is  local? 
Mortimer  y ,  Preedtff  544 


VERDICT. 

See  Arbitration,  2,  3 — Taxation, 
13— Writ  (of  Trial),  1. 

VERIFICATION. 
See  Fines  and  Recoveries,  3. 

VOID  CONTRACT. 
See  Contract  Void. 

WAGER. 
See  Plea,  4. 

WAIVER. 

See  Affidavit  (of  Debt),  11 — Ar- 
bitration, 3 — Laches — Stamp,  1 
— Taxation,5,  1 2 — Trial  (Notice 
of),  2 — Writ  (of  trial),  6. 

1.  Where  three  defendants  are  ar- 
rested on  a  bailable  writ,  one  of  whom, 
being  an  administratrix,  is  discharged, 
but  the  others  go  to  prison,  although 
the  plaintiff  shall  declare  against  the 
remaining  two  defendants  only,  they 
cannot  set  aside  the  declaration  for  ir- 
regularity, after  having  pleaded.  Bar* 
trum  V.  fyHUams,  397 

2.  And  where  in  such  a  case  the 
plaintiff  signed  judgment  for  want  of 
a  rule,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant 
did  not  waive  the  irregularity  by  at- 
tending the  taxation  of  costs  and 
making  no  objection.  Archer  v.  Oar- 
rardf  132 

WARRANT  (OF  ATTORNEY). 
See  Prisoner,  1,  6,  7,  8,  9. 

1.  In  order  to  sign  judgment  on  an 
old  warrant  of  attorney,  it  is  sufBcient 
in  support  of  an  application  on  the 
10th  of  May,  to  produce  a  letter  from 
the  defendant,  dated  the  27th  of  April, 
at  Nice.     Grantley  v.  Summers,  478 

2.  The  Court  will  not  allow  judg- 
ment to  be  entered  up  on  a  waiYantof 
attorney  at  the  instance  of  an  execu- 
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WRIT. 


WRIT  (OF  TRIAL). 


tor,  where  the  testator  only  has  been 
mentioned  in  the  warrant,  although 
it  is  stated  in  the  defeasance  that  the 
'*  executors  and  administrators*'  might 
enter  up  judgment  in  the  event  of  a 
certain  sum  not  being  paid.  Foster 
V.  C lag  get y  524 

S.  Where  a  warrant  of  attorney  is 
executed  to  two  persons,  and  one 
dies,  the  survivor  may  enter  up  judg- 
ment in  his  own  name.  Hind  v. 
Kingston,  523 

4.  Semble,  that  the  Court  will  not 
grant  permission  to  enter  up  judg- 
ment on  an  old  warrant  of  attorney, 
executed  by  a  marksman,  where  it  is 
only  sworn  that  the  warrant  was  "duly 
executed,"  and  it  is  not  stated  that  it 
was  read  over  to  the  defendant.  James 
v.HarriM^  184 

WARRANT  OF  ATTORNEY  (TO 
PROSECUTE  AND  DEFEND). 

See  Reg.  Gen.  p.  464. 

WITNESS. 

See  Attorney,  5 — Costs,  9,  15 — 
Inferior  Court,  3. 

1.  The  fact  of  a  plaintiff  not  pro- 
ceeding promptly  in  a  cause,  is  no  an- 
swer to  a  rule  for  examining  a  mate- 
rial witness  on  interrogatories,  who 
is  going  abroad.      Weekes  v.  PaU^ 

462 

2.  If  the  attorney  of  the  party  who 
has  subpoenaed  a  witness  gives  him 
leave  to  be  absent  until  a  particular 
time,  and  in  the  interim,  the  cause  is 
called  on  in  the  absence  of  the  wit- 
ness, the  latter  is  not  liable  to  an  at- 
tachment for  a  contempt.  Farrah  v. 
Keai^  470 

WRIT. 

See  Indorsement   (of  Debt    and 
Costs) — Laches,  1. 


WRIT  (SERVICE  OF). 
See  Process  (Service  of). 

WRITS  (SEVERAL). 

It  is  not  irregular  to  issue  two 
writs,  either  of  summons  or  capias, 
against  several  defendants  for  the 
same  cause  of  action,  provided  the 
writs  are  issued  upon  one  praecipe, 
and  bear  date  the  same  day.  Augu9 
V.  Coppardf  137 

WRIT  (OF  TRIAL.) 

See  Bill  (of  Exceptions),  2 — Judg- 
ment (as  in  Case  of  a  Nonsuit), 
9 — Summons,  3 — ^Variance,  3. 

1.  Where,  on  trial  before  the  she- 
riff, a  verdict  is  found  for  less  than 
5L  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  the 
Court  will  not  disturb  it,  on  the 
ground  of  its  being  against  evidence. 
Fleetwood  v.  Taylor,  796 

2.  The  declaration  stated  that  in 
consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would 
buy  of  tlie  defendant  a  certain  horse 
for  7/.  2s,  6(/.,  the  defendant  pro- 
mised the  plaintiff  that  it  was  a  quiet 
worker,  and  would  go  well  in  spare 
harness.  It  then  averred  the  pur- 
chase of  the  horse,  and  that  it  was 
not  a  quiet  worker,  and  would  not  go 
well  in  spare  harness,  whereby  the 
plaintiff  waa  put  to  charges  in  keep- 
ing and  taking  care  of  it.  Tliere 
were  also  counts  for  money  had  and 
received,  and  money  due  on  an  ac- 
count stated : — HeU,  that  this  record 
might  be  sent  for  trial  before  the  she- 
riff, under  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42, 
s.  17.     Allen  v.  Pink,  C68 

3.  It  is  a  ground  for  arresting 
judgment  on  a  verdict  on  a  writ  of 
trial,  if  that  part  of  the  form  given 
by  the  rules  of  H.  T.  4  Will.  4,  which 
gives  jurisdiction  to  inferior  Courts 
to  try  issues  from  the  superior  ones, 
is  omitted.     Handford  v.  Handford, 

47:5 


WRIT  (OF  TRIAL). 
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4.  A  writ  of  trialy  directed  to  the 
Sheriff's  Court  of  London,  was  re- 
turnable on  the  19th  January,  1888. 
A  Court  was  holden  on  the  1 8th,  and 
adjourned  to  the  20th,  on  which  day 
the  cause  was  tried. 

Semhle^  that  the  Court  had  no  ju- 
risdiction to  try  the  cause.  Morti" 
mer  v.  PreedVf  544 

5.  When  the  date  of  the  writ  of 
summons  b  omitted  in  the  bsue,  but  is 


supplied  in  the  writ  of  trial,  the  writ 
of  trial  will  be  set  aside,  with  costs 
for  irregularity.     BUssett  y.  Tenant^ 

43« 

6.  The  objection  is  not  waived  by 
the  defendant's  appearing  by  his  at- 
torney at  the  trial,  and  allowing  the 
cause  to  proceed,  under  protest.     Ih. 

7.  The  word  "impleaded"  in  a 
writ  of  trial  means  that  the  action  was 
commenced.  Rohinion  v. Roland^  2*J\ 
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